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Cbomfton,  J.  Blackbubn,  J. 


HABTLEY  v.  SHEMWELL.    April  16. 
MABPLES  V.  HABTLEY. 

Cbsmofi  £av  FnofdnKrt  Ad^  1854, «.  61. — Oamithee. — Exiinguithmeni  of  debt 

H.  neoTcred  judgment  in  an  action  againft  S.,  and  Iflraed  a  writ  of  fl.  fa.,  under  which  S.'b 
leodi  ware  teiaed.  On  an  interpleader  if  rae  between  H.  and  M.,  who  claimed  the  goode  of  S. 
whioh  ware  ao  adaad,  M.  had  a  rerdiety  and  obtained  an  order  for  hif  eost«,  which  were  taxed. 
B.  isned  a  writ  of  ea.  sa.  againft  S.,  who  waa  arreeted.  M.  obtained  a  Judge's  order,  noder 
1. 61  of  The  Common  Law  Procedare  Act,  1854, 17  A  18  Vict  e.  125,  to  attach  the  debt  due 
fhm  8.  to  H.;  and  the  amovnt  waa  allowed  in  aceonnt  between  M.  and  H.  8.  hRying  obtained 
•a  order  to  be  disebarged  ont  of  enatody  in  the  action  of  H.  v.  8. :  Held,  that  M.  was  a  Jadg- 
BMnt-ciedltor  of  H.  within  the  meaning  of  leet  81 :  and  that  the  arrest  of  8.,  the  garnishee!, 
did  not  eztingniah  hif  debt  to  H.,  or  bar  M.'fl  right  to  attach  it  under  that  taction. 

In  the  first  of  these  two  actions,  which  was  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  the  plaintiff  Hartley,  on  80th  *Jane,  1860,  signed  judg-  r^.^ 
ment  by  defiralt  for  277.  6s,  A  writ  <^  fi.  fa.  was  issued  on  that  '- 
judgment;  and,  on  8d  July,  1860,  certain  goods  of  the  defendant 
Shemwell  were  seized  in  execution.  At  the  time  of  the  seizure  the 
sheriff  received  notice  from  one  William  Marples  of  a  claim  to  the 
goods.  An  interpleader  summons  was  obtained  on  behalf  of  the 
sheriff;  and  Wigntman,  J.,  on  the  hearing,  directed  an  interpleader 
issue,  Marples  v.  Hartley.  This  issue  was  tried,  and  a  verdict  found 
for  the  plaintiff  On  14th  February,  1861,  the  plaintiff  Marples 
**  an  order  for  the  costs  of  the  trial  of  this  issue,  which  were 
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taxed  and  amounted  to  67/.  Is.  6d.  'On. 28th  February,  1861,  the 
plaintiff  Hartley  issued  a  writ  of  ca.  sai.  against  Shemwell,  who,  on  2d 
March,  1861,  was  arrested.  On  15th. March,  1861,  Marples  obtained 
an  order  of  Bramwell,  B.,  unde^  -TB^  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1854  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125).  a.  B^V attach  the  debt  of  27/.  5*.  (which, 
with  costs,  amounted  to  80/^^,} 'due  from  Shemwell  to  Hartley.  On 
16th  March,  1861,  Bramwefi>.B.i  made  an  order,  under  the  same  sec- 
tion,  directing  that  Shoi^W^  the  garnishee^  should  pay  to  Marples, 
the  claimant,  the  sum  6f  9()2.  6s,  due  from  the  garnishee  to  Hartley, 
the  plaintiff  in  HarCley  v.  Shemwell,  in  part  payment  of  the  67^.  Is. 
6d.,  the  costs  of^^ha  interpleader  issue,  due  from  Hartley  to  Marples. 
On  19th  MarohVlj8'61,  Shemwell  obtained  a  summons  calling  upon 
Hartley  and  H^l^s  to  show  cause  wky  ShemwoU  should  pot  he  dis- 
charged Qu(y£*custody,  as  to  the  action 'of  Hartley  v.  Shemwell,  the 
sum  of  iOL'^s.  (being  the  amount  of  debt  and  costs  in  that  action) 
havinrg.'^e'en  paid  by  the  defendant,  as  a  garnishee,  to  Marples,  under 
the  alx>vb  orders.  On  the  hearing  of  this  summons,  Bramwell,  B.,  on 
i^oi   20th  March,  1861,  mtfdo  ^^  order  thali  on  payment  of  the  sum 

-■  of  12. 6^.,  the  plaintiff's  costs  of  execution  in  the  action  of  Hartley 
v^Shemw^k  to  4hQ  plaintiff'  in  that  action,  or  to  the  sheriff  on  his 
t  behalf,  .tbe^fen Ant  Shemwell  be  discharged  out  of  custody  as  to  that 
action.  ShemweiT  was  accordingly  discharged  out  of  custody.  The 
sum  of  802.  5^.  was  not  actually  paid :  but  Marples  had  given  credit 
to  Hartley  for  that  sum  against  tba  672, 1«.  6eL,  the  oosta  of  the  inter- 
pleader issue. 

Field  now  moTed  fi>r  a  rule  calling  upon  Marples  and  Shemwell  to 
show  cause  why  the  three  orders  of  Bramwell,  B.,  dated  respectively 
15th,  16th,  and  20th  March,  1861,  should  not  be  rescinded,  all  pro- 
ceedings thereunder  set  aside,  and  Hartley  be  at  liberty  to  issue  a  new 
writ  of  ca.  sa.,  and  arrest  Shemwell  for  the  amount  of  the  judgment- 
debt.  The  Common  Law  Proeedure  Act,  1864,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125, 
8.  61»  provides  that  ''it  shall  be  lawful  for  a  Judge,  upon  the  ex  parte 
application  of  such  jadgment*creditor  either  before  or  aiW  "oral 
examination,  and  upon  affidavit  by  himself  or  his  attorney,  statins 
that  judgment  has  been  recovered,  and  that  it  is  still  unsatisfied,  and 
to  what  amount,  and  that  any  other  person  is  indebted  to  the  judg- 
ment debtor,  and  is  within  the  iurisdiction,  to  order  that  all  debts 
owing  or  accruing  from  such  third  person  to  die  jodgment^debtor  shall 
be  attached  to  answer  the  judgment-debt."  In  order,  therefore,  to 
entitle  Marples  to  an  order  for  an  attachment  under  this  section,  it 
ia  necessary  for  him  to  establish,  first,  that  be  ia  a  judgment-creditor 
of  Hartley,  and,  seoondly,  that  there  is  another  person  indebted  to 
Hartley.  Now  Marples  is  not  a  judgment-creditor  of  Hartley  withut 
i^^n   *the  meaning  of  sect.  61 ;  nor  ia  any  other  person  indebted  tQ 

^  Hartley.  By  the  arrest  of  ShemweU  under  the  writ  of  ca»  sa» 
Hartley  lost  his  nght  to  iasue  a  writ  of  fi.  fii.  The  prooeedings  under 
the  Act  with  respect  to  an  attachment  of  debts  are  in  the  nature  of  a 
statutory  execution.  By  sect.  63,  if  the  garnishee  does  not  pay  into 
Clourt  the  amount  due  from  him  to  the  judgment-debtor  or  an  amount 
equal  to  the  judgment-debt,  or  if  he  does  not  dispute  the  debt,  or  doea 
not  appear  to  the  summons  issued  against  him,  the  Judge  may  order 
execution  to  issue  against  him  to  levy  the  amount  due.    No  execution 
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oa&  iBsue  against  tlie  goods  of  the  ganuahee  irfaile  be  is  in  ouatody 
under  a  writ  of  oa.  aa.  [HiLl«,  Jw — 'As  long  as  a  judgment'creditar 
holds  the  body  of  his  debtor  he  cannot  take  another  step ;  but  th^ 
debt  is  not  extinguished.]  In  Jauralde  v.  Parker,  6  H.  &  N.  481,t 
where  a  judgment-eneditor  proceeded  against  a  garnishee,  the  defend* 
ant  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  had  sued  out  a  writ  of  oa.  sa.,  and,  befora 
the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  attachment,  had  caused  the  defendant  to  be 
taken  in  execution :  and,  on  demurrer,  the  Court  held  the  plea  good. 
[Blackburn,  J^ — There  the  jadgment^creditor  had  arrested  the  judg* 
ment-debtor ;  here  the  judgment-debtor  had  the  garnishee  in  custodj. 
Cboxptok,  J. — ^I  think  the  order  for  payment  of  the  costs  of  the 
interpleader  issue  has  the  effect  of  a  judgment ;  and  that  the  arrest  of 
the  garnishee  is  not  an  extinguishment  of  his  debt  to  Hartley.] 

Per  CnniAM.    (Gockburk,  C.  J.,  Cbomfton,  Hill,  and  Black^ 
BVBK.  Js.)  Bule  refused. 


*THB  QUEEN,  on  the  prosecution  of  the  Mayor,  Aldermen,   r^» 
and  Burgesses  of  SOUTHAMPTON,  v.  The  Commissionera  ^ 
of  the  Port  of  SOUTHAMPTON.    April  20.^' 

L  QB0r«  wbtUier,  nadtr  aay  elreamttuioti^  *  BMidaaiu  lies  to  oanipd  a  ptftj  to  loititoti 
lifal  proeMdiiigi  ugvkoH  another  ? 

t,  A  duty  haTing  baeo  impoMfl  afkoii  a  partj  hj  atatute  to  Urj  oartain  moneyv  from  etbar 
partial,  and  pay  oyer  to  another  a  portion  of  the  tnaia  levied;  a  mandanQS  wat  istued 
Greeting  him  "to  take  the  necesaary  and  legal  meaenrei  and  proceedings,  for  obtaining  and 
feeovaring  payment"]  Held,  per  Crompton  and  Blacklmm,  Ja  (Cookbam,  G.  J.,  dlssentiente)^ 
that  the  words  **  legal  maasni^'  did  not  necessarily  moan  the  institnting  legal  prooeediogs. 

S.  Semble  that  a  maadamUs  mi^  be  issued  against  a  party  for  a  matter  in  respect  of  which 
he  is  liable  to  an  action  or  to  #  suit  in  equity. 

4.  The  mandatory  part  of  a  writ  of  mandamas  may  be  rery  general ;  but  the  return  must 
be  Tory  minute  in  showing  why  the  party  did  not  do  what  he  was  oommaaded :  par  Cromptoa 
md  Blackburn,  Js. 

Mandamus  to  the  Commissioners  appointed  in  pursuance  and  acting 
in  execution  of  stat.  48  6.  8,  c.  xxi.,  intituled  '*  An  Act  for  abolishing 
certain  dues  called  Petty  Customs,  Anchorage,  and  Groundage,  and 
for  improving  the  port  of  the  town  of  Southampton ;  for  making  it 
convenient  dock  for  the  security  of  ships;  for  extending  the  quays 
and  wharfs,  and  making  docks  and  piers  in  the  harbour  there ;  and 
for  erecting  warehouses  for  the  safe  custody  of  goods  and  merchan* 
disc,  and  for  imposing  certain  duties  for  the  above  purposes ;"  and 
Stat.  50  O.  8,  c.  clxviii.,  for  altering  and  amending  the  previous  Act. 
The  writ  recited  that,  by  the  first-mentioned  Act;  after  reciting, 
among  other  things,  that  the  Mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  of  the 
town  and  county  of  the  town  of  Southampton  had,  by  virtue  of  several 
<^arters  granted  to  them  by  His  Majesty's  progenitors,  ♦Kings  r^^ 
aod  Queens  of  England,  received  and  been  entitled,  or  claimed  to  ^ 
be  entitled,  to  receive  certain  duties  called  petty  customs  upon  the 
exportation  and  importation  of  all  goods  and  merchandise  out  of  and 
into  the  port  of  Southampton  from  the  owner,  exporter,  or  importer 
ef  such  goods  and  merchandise,  and  also  certain  other  duties  called 
anchorage  and  groundage  payable  by  all  vessels  c<Mning  within  and 
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not  belonging  to  that  port,  tosether  with  wharfage  and  cranage,  from 
the  owners  and  masters  of  all  such  vessels;  and  that  the  said  rights, 
privileges,  immunities,  exemptions,  and  advantages  the  said  Mayor, 
oailiffs,  and  burgesses  were  willing  to  relinquish  and  give  up,  upon  a 
compensation  being  made  for  the  loss  and  diminution  that  would 
accrue  to  them  by  abolishing  the  same:  it  was,  among  other  things, 
by  the  ISth  section  thereof  enacted  that,  from  and  after  the  second 
Monday  after  the  passing  of  that  Act,  the  duties  called  petty  customs, 
wharfage,  cranage  and  anchorage  and  groundage  should  cease  and  be 
no  longer  paid,  and  that  there  should  from  thenceforth  be  paid  unto 
the  Commissioners  for  putting  that  Act  into  execution,  as  well  by  the 
][>ersons  being  respectively  members  of  the  corporation  of  the  town 
and  county  of  Southampton,  and  the  owners  and  masters  having  the 
command  of  vessels  belonging  to  that  port,  as  by  all  aud  every  person 
and  persons  whomsoever,  for  all  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  and  com- 
modities exported  from  or  imported  into  the  port  of  Southampton, 
and  which  should  be  landed  in  or  shipped  from  the  dock  or  basin  to 
be  constructed  under  the  authority  of  that  Act,  or  at  or  from  any  of 
the  legal  quays  in  that  town,  and  for  warehousing  the  same,  and  for 
all  ships  or  vessels  coming  into  the  pier,  dock,  or  basin,  or  the  road 
^M^   for  *ships  there  in  that  Act  referred  to,  the  several  and  respective 

-'  rates,  wharfage,  keelage,  boomage,  pier  dues,  dock  dues,  or  duties 
mentioned  and  specified  and  enumerated  in  the  table  thereunto 
annexed,  and  no  other  rates,  customs,  or  duties  for  the  same  or  in 
respect  thereof  under  any  denomination  whatsoever.  And  by  the 
19tn  section  it  was  enacted  that  all  and  every  such  sum  and  sums  of 
money  as  should  be  raised  and  received  by  the  duties  aforesaid,  or 
recovered  for  any  forfeitures  by  that  Act  appointed,  other  than  so 
much  thereof  as  should  be  allowed  to  the  collector  or  other  officers 
for  collecting  and  managing  the  said  duties,  or  for  charges  of  recover- 
ing the  same,  should  be  by  the  said  Commissioners  appliea  and  dispos^^ 
of  as  follows :  in  the  first  place,  to  the  payment  of  one  fifth  part  of  the 
said  sum  or  sums  of  money  to  the  Mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  for 
the  time  being  and  their  successors  yearly  and  every  year  after  the 
commencement  of  that  Act,  as  and  for  a  compensation  for  the  loss  and 
diminution  which  would  accrue  to  them  by  the  abolishing  the  duties 
called  petty  customs,  wharfage,  cranage,  anchorage,  and  groundage ; 
and  from  and  after  the  payment  thereof  the  residue  should  be  applied 
and  disposed  of  to  the  building  and  repairing  the  said  pier,  dock,  or 
basin,  warehouses,  and  other  works,  and  for  securing,  preserving, 
amending,  and  maintaining  the  said  dock  or  basin  and  harbour  of 
Southampton,  and  for  placing,  fixing,  and  maintaining  at  all  necessary 
places  a  sufficient  number  of  booms  for  marking  the  channels  in  that 
Act  before  enumerated.  And  that  by  the  48th  section  it  was  further 
enacted  that,  when  any  action  or  suit  should  be  brought  by  order  of 
the  Commissioners  against  any  person  or  persons  in  pursuance  or  by 
^on   virtue  of  that  Act,  the  same  *should  be  brought  in  the  name  of 

^  their  clerk  or  treasurer  on  behalf  of  the  Commissioners,  and  that 
no  such  action  or  suit  should  abate  or  be  discontinued  by  tlie  death 
or  removal  of  such  clerk  or  treasurer,  or  by  the  act  of  such  clerk  or 
treasurer,  without  the  consent  of  the  Commissioners  for  the  time 
being.    And  that  by  the  Act  second  above  mentioned  it  was  amongst 
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otber  thiBiirB  provided,  by  the  Ist  section  thereof,  that  the  first-men* 
tioned  Act,  and  all  and  every  the  clauses,  powers,  penalties,  forfeitures, 
rates,  remedies,  payments,  provisions,  articles,  matters,  and  things 
whatsoever  therein  contained,  save  and  except  such  parts  as  were 
thereby  varied,  altered,  or  repealed,  should  be  as  good,  valid,  and 
effectual  for  carrying  the  first-mentioned  Act  into  execution  as  if  the 
same  had  been  repeated  in  the  body  thereof.  And  that  by  the  18th 
section  of  the  second  Act  it  was  further  provided  that,  from  and  after 
the  Monday  next  after  the  passing  of  that  Act,  the  several  rates  or 
other  dues  or  payments  which  might  be  demanded,  taken,  collected, 
or  received  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  first-mentioned  Act  should 
cease  and  determine,  and  should  not  be  demanded,  taken,  collected,  or 
received.  And  by  the  14th  section  that,  from  and  after  that  Monday, 
there  should  be  paid  unto  the  Commissioners,  as  well  by  the  persons 
bein^  respectively  of  the  Corporation  of  the  town  and  county  of 
Southampton,  and  the  owners  and  masters  having  the  command  of 
ships  or  vessels  or  small  craft  belonging  to  the  port  of  Southampton, 
as  by  all  and  every  other  persons  or  person  whomsoever,  for  all  goods, 
wares,  merchandise,  and  commodities  whatsoever  exported  from  or 
imported  into  the  port  of  Southampton,  and  which  should  be  loadea 
in  or  shipped  from  the  dock  or  docks,  wharf  or  whar&,  basin  *or  r^A 
basins,  to  be  constructed  under  the  Acts  or  either  of  them,  or  at  ^ 
any  other  legal  quays  in  the  town  of  Southampton,  and  for  ware- 
housing the  same,  and  for  all  ships  and  vessels  comine  into  the  pier 
or  piers,  dock  or  docks,  basin  or  basins  to  be  constructed  as  aforesaid; 
or  the  road  for  ships  there,  the  several  rates  and  duties  mentioned, 
specified,  enumerated,  and  imposed  in  and  by  the  table  thereunto 
annexed. 

The  writ  further  recited  that  bjr  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxix.,  intituled 
"An  Act  for  making  and  maintaming  a  dock  or  docks  at  Southamp. 
ton,"  certain  persons  were  incorporated  by  the  name  and  style  of  Tho 
Southampton  Dock  Company ;  and  it  was  by  the  5th  section  of  that 
Act  enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  that  Company,  and  they  were 
thereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  design,  lay  out,  excavate,  build, 
erect,  make,  complete,  repair,  and  maintain,  in,  over,  under,  through, 
and  upon  certain  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  therein  men- 
tioned, navigable  docks,  together  with  quays,  wharfs,  and  other 
matters  and  things  necessary  or  proper  for  carrying  into  effect  the 
purposes  of  that  Act;  and,  by  the  121st  section,  that  all  and  every 
the  docks  which  should  be  made  under  the  authority  of  that  Act 
should  be  deemed  and  held  to  be  situate  within  and  part  of  the  port 
of  the  town  of  Southampton,  and  that  the  rights  and  privileges  which 
belong  to  the  port  of  the  town  of  Southampton  should  extend  to  the 
said  docks,  and  all  ships  and  vessels  entering  into  or  loading  or  un- 
loading in  the  docks,  and  all  owners  and  masters  of  ships,  merchants, 
and  others  resorting  thereto,  should  be  subject  to  the  several  regula* 
tions,  and  liable  to  the  duties  of  tonnage  and  boomage  and  other 
duties,  to  which  they  were  subject  or  liable  in  the  port  of  the  town  of 
^^uthampton,  as  if  the  same  ships  and  vessels  had  loaded  or  p^^^ 
unloaded  at  the  public  quays  of  the  Commissioners  acting  in  '- 
execution  of  stats.  48  G.  8,  c.  xxi.,  and  60  G.  8,  c.  clxviii. ;  and  it  was 
by  the  124th  section  further  enacted  that,  for  providing  against  any 
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not  belonging  to  that  port,  together  with  wharfage  and  cranage,  from 
the  owners  and  masters  of  all  such  vessels ;  and  that  the  said  rights, 

Erivileges,  immunities,  exemptions,  and  advantages  the  said  Mayor, 
ailiffs,  and  burgesses  were  willing  to  relinquish  and  ^ve  up,  upon  a 
compensation  being  made  for  the  loss  and  diminution  that  would 
accrue  to  them  by  abolishing  the  same:  it  was,  among  other  things, 
by  the  ISth  section  thereof  enacted  that,  from  and  after  the  second 
Monday  after  the  passing  of  that  Act,  the  duties  called  petty  customs, 
wharfage,  cranage  and  anchorage  and  groundage  should  cease  and  be 
no  longer  paid,  and  that  there  should  from  thenceforth  be  paid  unto 
the  Commissioners  for  putting  that  Act  into  execution,  as  well  by  the 
][>er8ons  being  respectively  members  of  the  corporation  of  the  town 
and  county  of  Southampton,  and  the  owners  and  masters  having  the 
eommand  of  vessels  belonging  to  that  port,  as  by  all  aud  every  person 
and  persons  whomsoever,  for  all  goods,  wares,  merchandise,  and  com- 
modities exported  from  or  imported  into  the  port  of  Southampton, 
and  which  should  be  landed  in  or  shipped  from  the  dock  or  basin  to 
be  constructed  under  the  authority  of  that  Act,  or  at  or  from  any  of 
the  legal  quays  in  that  town,  and  for  warehousing  the  same,  and  for 
all  ships  or  vessels  coming  into  the  pier,  dock,  or  basin,  or  the  road 
^p^  for  *ships  there  in  that  Act  referred  to,  the  several  and  respective 
-^  rates,  wharfage,  keelage,  boomage,  pier  dues,  dock  dues,  or  duties 
mentioned  and  specified  and  enumerated  in  the  table  thereunto 
annexed,  and  no  other  rates,  customs,  or  duties  for  the  same  or  in 
respect  thereof  under  any  denomination  whatsoever.  And  by  the 
19th  section  it  was  enactea  that  all  and  every  such  sum  and  sums  of 
money  as  should  be  raised  and  received  by  the  duties  aforesaid,  or 
recovered  for  any  forfeitures  by  that  Act  appointed,  other  than  so 
much  thereof  as  should  be  allowed  to  the  collector  or  other  officers 
for  collecting  and  managing  the  said  duties,  or  for  charges  of  recover- 
ing the  same,  should  be  by  the  said  Commissioners  applied  and  disposed 
of  as  follows :  in  the  first  place,  to  the  payment  of  one  fifth  part  of  the 
said  sum  or  sums  of  money  to  the  Mayor,  bailiffs,  and  burgesses  for 
the  time  being  and  their  successors  yearly  and  every  year  after  the 
commencement  of  that  Act,  as  and  for  a  compensation  for  the  loss  and 
diminution  which  would  accrue  to  them  by  the  abolishing  the  duties 
called  petty  customs,  wharfage,  cranage,  anchorage,  and  groundage ; 
and  from  and  after  the  payment  thereof  the  residue  should  be  applied 
and  disposed  of  to  the  building  and  repairing  the  said  pier,  dock,  or 
basin,  warehouses,  and  other  works,  and  for  securing,  preserving, 
amending,  and  maintaining  the  said  dock  or  basin  and  harbour  of 
Southampton,  and  for  placiniz,  fixing,  and  maintaining  at  all  necessary 
places  a  sufficient  number  of  booms  for  marking  the  channels  in  thai 
Act  before  enumerated.  And  that  by  the  48th  section  it  was  further 
enacted  that,  when  any  action  or  suit  should  be  brought  by  order  of 
the  Commissioners  against  any  person  or  persons  in  pursuance  or  by 
^1  virtue  of  that  Act,  the  same  *should  be  brought  in  the  name  of 
-'  their  clerk  or  treasurer  on  behalf  of  the  Commissioners,  and  that 
no  such  action  or  suit  should  abate  or  be  discontinued  by  the  death 
or  removal  of  such  clerk  or  treasurer,  or  by  the  act  of  such  clerk  or 
treasurer,  without  the  consent  of  the  Commissioners  for  the  time 
being.    And  that  by  the  Act  second  above  mentioned  it  was  amongst 
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other  thiBfifs  provided,  by  the  1st  section  thereof,  that  the  first-men* 
tioned  Act,  and  all  and  every  the  clauses,  powers,  penalties,  forfeitures, 
rates,  remedies,  payments,  provisions,  articles,  matters,  and  things 
whatsoever  therein  contained,  save  and  except  such  parts  as  were 
thereby  varied,  altered,  or  repealed,  should  be  as  good,  valid,  and 
efSM^ual  for  carrying  the  first-mentioned  Act  into  execution  as  if  the 
same  had  been  repeated  in  the  body  thereof.  And  that  by  the  18th 
section  of  the  second  Act  it  was  further  provided  that,  from  and  after 
the  Monday  next  after  the  passing  of  that  Act,  the  several  rates  or 
other  dues  or  payments  which  might  be  demanded,  taken,  collected, 
or  received  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  first-mentioned  Act  should 
cease  and  determine,  and  should  not  be  demanded,  taken,  collected,  or 
received.  And  by  the  14th  section  that,  from  and  after  that  Monday, 
there  should  be  paid  unto  the  Commissioners,  as  well  by  the  persons 
being  respectively  of  the  Corporation  of  the  town  and  county  of 
Southampton,  and  the  owners  and  masters  having  the  command  of 
ships  or  vessels  or  small  craft  belonging  to  the  port  of  Southampton, 
as  by  all  and  every  other  persons  or  person  whomsoever,  for  all  goods, 
wares,  merchandise,  and  commodities  whatsoever  exported  from  or 
imported  into  the  port  of  Southampton,  and  which  should  be  loadea 
in  or  shipped  from  the  dock  or  docks,  wharf  or  whar&,  basin  *or  r^g 
basins,  to  be  constructed  under  the  Acts  or  either  of  them,  or  at  '- 
any  other  legal  quays  in  the  town  of  Southampton,  and  for  ware- 
housing the  same,  and  for  all  ships  and  vessels  coming  into  the  pier 
or  piers,  dock  or  docks,  basin  or  basins  to  be  constructed  as  aforesaid: 
or  the  road  for  ships  there,  the  several  rates  and  duties  mentioned, 
specified,  enumerated,  and  imposed  in  and  by  the  table  thereunto 
annexed. 

The  writ  further  recited  that  bjr  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxix.,  intituled 
"An  Act  for  making  and  maintaming  a  dock  or  docks  at  Southamp. 
ton,"  certain  persons  were  incorporated  by  the  name  and  style  of  The 
Southampton  Dock  Company ;  and  it  was  by  the  5th  section  of  that 
Act  enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  that  Company,  and  they  were 
thereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  design,  lay  out,  excavate,  build, 
erect,  make,  complete,  repair,  and  maintain,  in,  over,  under,  through, 
and  upon  certain  lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  therein  men- 
tioned, navigable  docks,  together  with  quays,  wharfs,  and  other 
matters  and  things  necessary  or  proper  for  carrying  into  effect  the 
purposes  of  that  Act;  and,  by  the  12l8t  section,  that  all  and  every 
the  docks  which  should  be  made  under  the  authority  of  that  Act 
should  be  deemed  and  held  to  be  situate  within  and  part  of  the  port 
of  the  town  of  Southampton,  and  that  the  rights  and  privileges  which 
belong  to  the  port  of  the  town  of  Southampton  should  extend  to  the 
said  docks,  and  all  ships  and  vessels  entering  into  or  loading  or  un- 
loading in  the  docks,  and  all  owners  and  masters  of  ships,  merchants, 
and  others  resorting  thereto,  should  be  subject  to  the  several  regula* 
tions,  and  liable  to  the  duties  of  tonnage  and  boomage  and  other 
duties,  to  which  they  were  subject  or  liable  in  the  port  of  the  town  of 
^^uthampton,  as  if  the  same  ships  and  vessels  had  loaded  or  r^^^ 
unloaded  at  the  public  quays  of  the  Commissioners  acting  in  ^ 
execution  of  stats.  48  G.  8,  c.  xxi.,  and  60  Q.  8,  c.  clxviii. ;  and  it  was 
by.the  124th  section  further  enacted  that,  for  providing  against  any 
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lots  or  4imm«ition  of  iniKMfM  niiioh  migltt  be  AwtMned  by  thoas 
Oomwiaaio&eni,  the  Compaay  riiouU,  and  tbey  were  tfaerebj  requirad 
to^  p4y  to  tbe  Commiatioaen  for  the  time  being  (firom  and  afker  ib0 
opeaing  of  the  dock  or  dooka  for  the  reception  of  ahipa  and  gooda)^ 
out  61  the  rateSy  reatg,  and  auma  &erebj  authoriaoad  to  be  taken  and 
reoeived,  auoh  annual  auin  as  ahould  be  aofficient  to  make  up  the 
annual  income  of  the  aaid  Oommiaaioners^  to  be  dented  under  antd 
by  Tirtue  of  atai  60  G.  i,  c.  clxviii,  from  the  ratea,  dutiea,  and  pay* 
menta  thereby  authorized  to  be  taken  and  received  in  reapect  of  goooa,  ^ 
frarea,  merohandiae,  and  other  oommoditiea»  to  auch  annual  amouut 
as  ahould  be  equal  to  the  average  annual  inoome  derived  by  the  Coo^ 
misaionera  from  the  laat^mentioned  ratea,  dutieay  and  auma  during  the 
three  yeara  next  preceding  the  paaaing  of  that  Act ;  and  that  auch 
annual  aum  ahoala  be  computed  up  to  the  25th  day  of  March  in  eaofa 
year,  and  be  payable  on  the  let  day  of  May  in  each  year;  and  that, 
in  eaae  the  doclt  or  docka  ahould  be  opened  on  any  other  day  than 
the  86th  day  of  March^  then  a  proportionable  aum  ahoijdd  be  paid  ia 
reapect  of  the  time  which  diould  eiapae  between  the  opening  of  these 
ana  the  25th  day  of  March  then  next  following,  and  which  ahould  be 
payable  on  the  lat  day  of  May  next  follewing;  and  that  auch  annual 
paymenta  and  proportionabW  part  ahould  te  paid  and  payable  in 
preferenoe  to  tne  inteieat  of  the  money  which  diould  be  raiaed  by 
*111  ^^^  mortgage,  aaaignment,  or  charge  as  therein  ^provided,  ara 
•'  in  preference  to  any  dividenda  payable  by  virtue  of  that  Act  to 
the  propriet(Mra  of  the  Company  or  any  of  them :  provided  alwaye 
that,  in  eaae  the  Commiaaioaera  ahould  at  any  time  reduce,  alter,  oe 
vary  the  laat-mentioned  ratea,  dutiea,  and  auma  below  the  ratea,  dutie% 
and  auma  then  received  and  taken  by  them  on  auch  gooda,  warea,  asd 
merohandiae,  the  Company  ahould  not  be  liaUe  to  pay  to  the  Com- 
miaaionera,  in  respect  of  auoh  loaa  or  diminution  of  income,  any 
greater  aum  than  the  diiFerenee  between  the  annual  inoome  whieh 
would  have  been  received  by  the  Commiaaioaera  in  eaae  auch  rater, 
dutiea,  and  auma  laet  menttoned  had  not  been  aa  reduced,  altered,  or 
varied,  and  the  average  annual  income  derived  by  the  Comraiaaionera 
£pom  the  aame  ratea,  dutiea,  and  auma  during  the  three  yeara  nexl 
preoeding  the  pasaing  of  that  Act 

The  writ  further  recited  that  by  atal  6  &  7  Yict  c.  Ixv.,  intituled 
**  An  Act  to  convert  the  aharea  in  the  capital  authorised  to  be  raiaed 
by  the  Acta  for  making  a  dock  or  docka  at  Southampton  into  atock ; 
to  raiae  a  further  aum  of  money,  and  to  alter  and  amend  aome  of  the 
powers  of  the  aaid  Acta,^  it  waa  enacted,  among  other  things,  that  the 
proviaiona  of  the  124th  aeetton  of  atat  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxix.,  ahould 
be  repealed ;  and  by  the  68d  aection  it  waa  enacted  that,  for  providing 
against  any  loaa  or  diminution  of  ineome  which  might  be  auatained  by 
the  Commisaionera  acting  in  the  execution  of  atata.  48  G.  8,  c.  xxi^ 
and  50  G.  8,  c.  dxviii.,  in  eaae  the  annual  ineome  of  the  Commiaaion* 
era  arising  from  the  ratea,  dutiea,  and  payments  by  them  taken  and 
derived  in  reapect  of  gooda,  wares,  merchandiae,  and  other  commodi- 
ties should,  in  any  one  year  after  the  opening  of  the  dock  or  dodcs 
*121  ^^         reception  of  ahipa  *and  gooda,  fiiU  below  the  aum  of 


lOOOJL,  then  the  Company  ahould,  and  they  were  thereby 
quired  to,  pay  to  the  Oonuniaaionera  for  the  time  bemg,  out  of  tbe 
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tmm^  rMt^  and  amis  lh^peb}f  M  b^  tiie  Aeto  tkcipeiik  in  thftt  behalf 
tadioriMd  fto  be  takem  and  reoeived  bgr  ike  dock  CompeUT  or  tbek 
loeoesBon^  snob  anniud  sum  aa  afaould  be  auifioieQi  to  make  up  any 
flocb  defioienoy ;  and  that  aodi  anatial  a«m  abottld  be  oompHted  to 
the  Slat  daj  cf  Marc^  in  eaob  year,  and  ahoHld  be  paid  and  payable 
l»  the  CSommkakmers  on  tbe  24lh  day  of  June  in  eacb  year ;  and  in 
case  Ibe  dock  fOt  docka  abould  be  opwied  on  any  other  day  Ihan  the 
Slflft  day  of  March,  (ben  a  proponionate  sum  should  be  paid  in  respect 
of  the  time  wbicfa  should  elapae  between  the  opening  of  the  dock  or 
dockB  and  the  &lst  day  of  Mareh  then  next  following,  and  that  such 
anBual  payment  and  propofftioBable  part  should  be  paid  and  payable 
in  pref(»rence  to  the  interest,  dividencui,  and  income  of  the  moneys  or 
stocks  which  should  be  raised  or  ereated  under  any  of  the  powers  or 
proTisiona  of  that  Act,  or  of  the  A<^  therein  in  that  behalf,  &o.,  and 
m  preference  to  any  diridends  or  inoome  payable  by  virtue  of  that 
Act,  or  by  the  Acts  theiein  in  that  belMdf  recited  and  referred  to,  to 
the  proprietors  of  the  said  undertaking,  or  any  of  them,  and  that  such 
annual  pa^rments  and  proportionable  part  should  be  paid  and  payable 
as  aforesaid^  notwithstanaing  the  Gommisaioners  should,  at  any  time 
or  times,  reduce,  alter,  or  vary  the  lart-mentioned  rates,  duties,  and 
snms  below  the  rates,  dutiea,  and  sums  thm  received  and  taken  by 
them  on  such  goods,  wares>  and  merehandise,  and  notwithstanding 
the  Commissioners  should,  aiany  time  or  times,  oiwipound  and  agree, 
by  the  year  or  for  any  shorter  time,  with  any  person  or  ^persons  ••««  g 
SSr  or  in  respect  of  such  last-mentioned  rates^  duties,  ana  sums^  ^ 
and  should  accept  and  take  such  rent  or  rents  or  sum  or  sums  <^ 
moo0y,  by  the  year  or  for  any  shorteit  time,  in  lieu  of  such  last-men 
tioned  rules,  dues^  and  suras  on  such  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise. 

The  writ  then  proceeded  thus.  "  And  whereas  we  have  been  given 
to  understand  and  be  informed,  &C.,  that  certain  docks  were  after- 
wards, on  or  about  the  23d  dm  of  November,  1842,  in  pursuance  of 
the  Aet  in  that  behalf,  opened  f<»  the  rec^ion  of  ships  and  goodsi 
and  that,  after  the  docks  were  so  opened,  that  is  to  say  in  the  year 
which  ended  the  Slat  day  d  March,  A.  u.  1847,  and  in  each  of  the 
eleveo  soeceeding  years,  the  annual  meorae  of  the  Commissioners  for 
the  time  bemg  appointed  in  pursuance  and  acting  in  execution  of  the 
Acts  first  and  secondly  above  mentioBed,  arising  from  the  rate% 
duties,  and  payments  by  them  taken  and  derived  in  respect  of  goods, 
wares,  and  merehandiee,  and  other  commodities,  fell  below  the  sum  of 
1000^''  [here  the  writ  set  out  the  amounts  by  which  that  income  fell 
bdow  1000^  on  the  31st  March,  in  each  of  the  years  ending  respec- 
tively on  the  81st  March,  1847-««'1868,  making  in  all  a  deficiency  of 
3710V.  7^.].  "  And  whereas  we  have  farther  been  given  to  understand 
and  be  informed,  &c^  that  no  part  of  the  deficiency  in  respect  of  any 
one  of  the  said  twelve  years  has  ever  been  paid  to  you  or  to  the  Comi> 
niissioners  for  the  time  being  acting  in  the  execution  of  the  said  Acts 
&sily  and  secondly  above  mentioned,  or  has  ever  been  claimed  or 
d^nmded  by  you  or  by  the  Commissioners  for  the  time  being  acting 
in  execution  of  the  said  Acts  first  and  secondly  above  mentioned  from 
the  said  Southampton  Do^  Company,  and  that  no  part  of  the  said 
dsfieieney  *in  respect  of  any  one  of  l^e  said  twelve  years  has  r^^ 
ever  been  paid  over  by  you  to  the  said  Mayor,  aldermen,  and  ^ 
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burgesses  of  Sontbampton.  And  whereas  we  hare  been  given  to 
understand  and  be  informed  tbat,  under  and  b j  virtue  of  the  law  and 
statutes  in  that  behalf,  after  receipt  by  jou  of  such  deficiency,  one- 
fifth  part  of  the  said  deficiency,  in  respect  of  each  of  the  said  twelve 
years  (other  than  and  except  so  much  thereof  as  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  the  collector  or  other  officers  for  charges  of  collecting  the  same,  or 
for  collecting  and  managing  the  duties  recoverable  by  the  Commis- 
sioners acting  in  execution  of  the  said  Acts  first  and  secondly  above 
mentioned),  is  and  would  be  payable  by  you  to  the  said  Mayor,  alder- 
men, and  bur^sses  of  Southampton,  and  that  the  said  denciency  of 
87102.  78.  ouj^t  to  be  recovered  by  you  from  the  said  Southampton 
Dock  Company,  and  one-fifth  part  thereof,  other,  than  and  except  as 
aforesaid,  paid  over  by  you  to  the  said  Mayor,  aldermen,  and  bur- 
gesses of  Southampton.  And  whereas  you  were  afterwards,  on  or 
about  the  10th  day  of  August,  1869,  duly  required,  by  and  on  behalf  of 
the  said  Mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  Southampton,  to  take  the 
necessary  and  legal  measures  for  recovering  payment  to  you  of  the 
said  deficiency  of  87102.  la.  from  the  said  Soutnampton  Dock  Com- 
pany, and  to  pay  over  one-fifth  part  thereof,  other  than  and  except  as 
aforesaid,  to  the  said  Mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  Southampton, 
but  you  have  wholly  neglected  and  reftised,  and  still  neglect  and  refuse 
so  to  do,  in  contempt  of  us  and  to  the  great  hurt  and  prejudice  of  the 
said  Mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  Southampton,  as  we  have 
been  informed  from  their  complaint  made  to  us :  whereupon  the  said 
Mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  have  humbly  besought  us  that  a  fit 
*151  ^^^  *speedy  remedy  may  be  applied  in  this  respect,  and  we, 
-'  being  willing  that  cuie  and  speeay  justice  should  be  done  in  the 
premises  as  it  is  reasonable,  do  command  you,  the  said  Commissioners 
appointed  in  pursuance  and  acting  in  execution  of  the  said  Acts  first 
ana  secondly  above  mentioned,  firmly  enjoining  you  that  forthwith, 
after  the  receipt  of  this  our  writ,  you  take  the  necessary  and  legal 
measures  and  proceedings  for  obtaining  and  recovering  payment  to 
you,  bv  and  from  the  said  Southampton  Dock  Company,  of  the  said 
several  sums  of  money  so  making  as  aforesaid  the  said  deficiency  of 
87102.  78.,  and  that  you  pay  over  one  fifth  part  thereof  (other  than  and 
except  as  aforesaid)  to  the  said  Mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of 
Soutnampton,  or  that  you  show  us  cause  to  the  contrary  thereof,^'  &c. 
To  this  writ  the  Commissioners  made  a  return,  stating  that,  by  the 
18th  sect,  of  Stat.  48  G.  8,  c.  xxi.,  it  was  enacted  that  the  Commis- 
sioners should  have  full  power  and  authority,  and  were  thereby  autho 
rized  and  empowered  to  make  such  orders  and  rules,  and  give  such 
directions,  for  the  collecting,  receiving,  and  disposing  of  the  sums  of 
money  and  duties  therein  mentioned  as  they  should  think  most  neces- 
sary and  conducive  to  the  end  for  which  the  same  were  thereby  given ; 
a^d  that  after  the  passing  of  the  several  Acts  of  Parliament  in  the 
writ  respectively  mentioned,  by  stat.  9  &  10  Vict  c.  xxvi.,  intituled 
*'  An  Act  for  amending  certain  Acts  of  the  forty-third  and  fiftieth 
years  of  the  reign  of  His  late  Majesty  King  Oeorge  the  Third,  relating 
to  the  port  and  harbour  of  the  town  and  county  of  the  town  of  South- 
ampton ;"  after  reciting  the  Acts  of  Parliament  in  the  writ  first  and 
;8econdly  mentioned,  and  that  the  Commissioners  for  the  time  being 
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acting  m  the  execution  of  those  Acts  had  at  ^divers  times  made  r^^g 
certain  of  the  improvements  by  those  Acts  respectively  autho-  •■ 
rized,  but  had  not  completed  the  whole  of  such  improvements ;  and 
that  for  the  purpose  of  making  such  improvements  the  Commissioners 
from  time  to  time  borrowed  and  raised,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  Act,  43 
G.  3,  c.  xxL,  divers  sums  of  money  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the  sum 
of  22,8922.  4«.  Id.,  whereof  part  was  raised  by  granting  annuities,  and 
they  afterwards  paid  off  the  sum  of  200L,  part  of  the  moneys  so  bor- 
rowed, and  divers  of  the  annuities  so  granted  had  since  determined, 
and  the  sum  of  11,5122.  4^.  Id.  bearing  interest  at  52.  per  cent,  per 
annum,  and  8002.  bearing  interest  at  42.  per  cent,  per  annum,  making 
together  the  sum  of  12,8122.  4^.  Id,  was  then  remaining  unpaid,  and 
one  moiety  of  2002.  was  then  remaining  payable ;  and  that  by  reason 
of  the  great  increase  of  the  traffic  at  the  port  of  Southampton  it  was 
desirable  that  the  Commissioners  should  proceed  from  time  to  time 
with  the  improvements  by  those  Acts  authorized ;  and  that  the  Com- 
missioners then  had  power,  under  stats.  43  G.  3,  c.  xxi.,  and  50  G.  8, 
c.  clxviii.,  to  borrow  the  sum  of  71072.  15«.  llcf.  only,  and  they  had 
no  power  under  those  Acts  to  pay  off  and  reborrow  any  part  of  the 
money  once  raised  by  them,  and  they  were  consequently  unable  to 
make  sufficient  arrangements  for  reducing  the  interest  then  payable 
from  5  per  cent,  to  a  lower  rate ;  and  that  it  was  desirable  that  the 
Commissioners  should  have  power  to  borrow  further  sums  for  the  pur- 
poses of  those  Acts,  and  should  have  power  to  pajr  off  and  reborrow 
the  money  raised  bv  them,  and  that  the  provisions  of  those  Acts 
should  be  amended,  but  such  purposes  could  not  be  effected  without 
the  authority  of  Parliament ;  it  was  by  the  first  section  enacted  that 
Stat.  43  G.  8,  c.  xxi.,  except  *so  far  as  the  same  or  any  part  r^^^ 
thereof  was  repealed  or  altered  by  stat.  50  G.  8,  c.  clxviii.  or  ^ 
that  Act,  and  stat.  50  G.  8,  c.  clxviii.,  except  so  far  as  the  same  or  any 
part  thereof  was  repealed  or  altered  by  that  Act,  and  that  Act  shoulcl 
respectively  be  carried  into  execution  as  one  Act  by  such  Commis- 
sioners as  were  by  stat.  50  G.  8,  c.  clxviii.,  appointed  Commissioners 
for  putting  the  same  Act  and  stat.  48  G.  8,  c.  xxi.,  into  execution ;  and 
by  the  second  section  of  the  same  Act  it  was  further  enacted  that  the 
sum  or  sums  of  money  which,  inclusive  of  the  said  sum  of  12,8122.  4^. 
Id  then  due  as  aforesaid,  such  Commissioners  might  borrow  and  take 
up  at  interest  in  pursuance  of  stat.  48  G.  8,  c.  xxi.,  should  be  any  sum 
or  sums  of  money  not  exceeding  60,0002.  And  by  the  8d  section  of 
the  same  Act  it  was  further  enacted  that  the  rates  granted  by  stat.  50 
G.  3,  c.  clxviii.,  should  be  the  rates  on  the  credit  whereof  such  Com- 
missioners should  borrow  such  moneys.  And  by  the  4th  section  of 
the  same  Act  it  was  further  enacted  that  such  Commissioners  might 
from  time  to  time  apply  any  moneys  for  the  time  being  in  their  hands, 
and  not  required  for  any  other  purposes  expressed  in  the  said  recited 
Acts,  &c.,  or  towards  repayment  of  any  moneys  theretofore  borrowed 
and  remaining  unpaid,  and  might  from  time  to  time  again  borrow  and 
take  up  any  further  sum  or  sums  of  money,  but  so  that  the  total  sum 
at  one  and  the  same  time  borrowed  and  taken  up  should  not  exceed 
60,0002.  And  it  was  by  the  6th  section  of  the  same  Act  further 
enacted  that  the  provisions  respecting  raising  money  by  granting 
annuities  in  stat.  48  G.  8,  c.  xxi.,  should  be  and  were  thereby  whoUj 
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repealed ;  and  bj  the  7tli  flection  of  the  same  Act  it  was  fUrther  pro* 
viaed  and  enacted  that  the  several  rotea  or  duties  anthorized  to  be 
*181  ^^^^  ^7  '''that  Act  or  the  said  recited  Acts  or  either  of  them 
-I  should  at  all  times  be  charged  equally  and  after  the  same  rate 
and  in  respect  of  the  same  description  of  vessels  and  goods.  And  it 
was  also  enacted  by  the  4th  section  of  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxix.,  that 
all  the  money  to  be  raised  or  received  by  The  Southampton  Dock 
Company  by  virtue  of  that  Act,  whether  by  way  of  capital  or  profits 
or  otherwise,  should  be  laid  out  and  applied  in  the  first  place  in  pay- 
ing and  discharging  all  costs  and  expenses  incurred  in  applying  for, 
obtaining,  and  passing  that  Act,  and  all  other  expenses  preparatory 
or  relating  thereto,  and  the  remainder  of  such  money  should  be  applied 
in  and  towards  purchasing  lands  and  making  and  maintaining  the 
dock  or  docks  and  other  works,  and  otherwise  in  carrying  that  Act 
into  execution. 

The  return  then  stated  that  in  the  year  which  ended  the  81st  of 
March,  1847,  and  in  each  of  the  eleven  succeeding  years  mentioned  ia 
the  writ,  the  annual  income  of  the  Commissioners  for  the  time  being 
in  the  writ  mentioned  arising  from  the  rates,  duties,  and  payments 
by  them  taken  and  derived  in  respect  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchan- 
dise and  other  commodities,  and  also  in  respect  of  tonnage  duty  and 
boomage  duty,  exceeded  the  sum  of  10002.  in  each  of  those  years 
[Here  were  set  out  the  amounts  by  which  that  income  in  each  of  those 
years  exceeded  that  sum] :  which  excess  in  those  twelve  years  in  all 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  21,183^.  Is.  8d.  That  the  accounts  of  the 
receipts,  and  of  the  annual  income  as  aforesaid,  had  from  time  to 
time  been  considered  by  the  Commissioners ;  and  that  at  a  meeting 
of  those  Commissioners,  holden  on  Monday  the  20th  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1858,  at  which  eighteen  of  those  Commissioners  were  present, 
♦191  ^^  ^^®  resolved,  by  *fourteen  of  the  Commissioners  against 
-*  three,  to  the  efibct  (one  of  the  said  Commissioners  present  not 
voting)  that,  as  the  gross  income  in  the  receipts  of  those  Commis- 
sioners sinc<e  the  opening  of  the  docks  liad  been  57942.  8^.  7d,,  there 
was  no  ground  whatever  for  an  application  to  the  Southampton  Deck 
Company.  That  during  the  said  period  of  twelve  years  and  until  the 
29th  day  of  September,  1859,  the  account  of  the  several  rates,  duties, 
and  payments  so  taken  and  derived  by  the  Commissioners  during  the 
term  last  aforesaid,  in  respect  of  gooas,  wares,  and  merchandise  and 
other  commodities,  and  also  in  respect  of  tonnage  duty  and  boomage 
duty  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  had  been  fairly  drawn  up  and  stated  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  ending  the  29th  September  and 
the  25th  March  in  every  year  of  those  years,  and  the  banker  who 
during  the  time  aforesaid  was  appointed  to  act,  and  acted,  as  the 
treasurer  of  the  Commissioners  for  the  time  being,  had  duly  paid  or 
caused  to  be  paid  unto  the  Mayor  and  common  council  in  the  statute 
in  that  behalf  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  the  Mayor,  aldermen,  and 
burgesses  of  the  said  town  or  borough  of  Southampton,  one  fifth  part 
6l  the  rates,  duties,  and  payments  so  taken  and  derived  during  the 
said  period  of  twelve  years  by  the  Commissioners  until  the  29th 
September,  1859,  in  respect  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  and 

Sther  commodities,  and  also  in  respect  of  tonnage  duty  and  boomage 
uty,  other  than  so  much  tiiereof  as  was  allow^  to  the  collector  or 
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other  officer  for  collecting  and  mfms^ng,  or  fo^  chiarges  of  recovering 
the  same  in  manner  in  the  3t9We  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  in  all 
things  according  to  the  terms  of  that  statute ;  and  the  Major,  alder- 
men, and  burgesses  aforesaid  then  *dulj  accepted  such  payment  ^^^^ 
as  and  for  the  compensation  mentioned  in  the  19th  section  of  the  ^ 
Act  in  the  writ  first  mentioned,  and  did  not  at  any  time  until  after 
the  2oth  March,  1859,  that  is  to  say,  until  on  or  about  the  16th  day 
of  August,  1859,  in  the  writ  mentioned,  claim  any  other  sum  of  money 
as  being  due  to  them  under  either  of  the  Acts  mentioned  in  the  writ 
or  in  this  return ;  and  at  a  meeting  of  the  council  of  the  borough, 
duly  holden  on  Wednesday,  the  9th  day  of  March,  1859,  at  which 
twenty-three  members  of  the  council  were  present,  by  a  resolution  of 
the  council  duly  made  at  that  meeting  by  fifteen  of  the  members  of 
the  said  council  against  five  (three  of  the  members  of  the  said  council 
present  not  voting),  the  Mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  council 
resolved  tbat,  as  the  C!ommi3sioners  had  decided  by  a  majority  of 
foarteen  to  three  that  there  was  no  ground  for  application  to  The 
Southampton  Dock  Company  for  money  said  to  be  due  by  them  to 
the  Commissioners,  and  that  as  their  proceedings  had  been  approved 
of,  in  one  ease  unanimously,  and  in  the  other  by  a  very  large  majority, 
at  ward  meetings  of  the  burgesses  of  All  Saints  and  Saint  Mary,  com- 
prising five-sixths  of  the  ratepayers  of  the  town,  there  was  no  necessity 
for  entertaining  the  subject  at  that  meeting,  &c.  That  the  Commis- 
sioners had,  from  time  to  time,  applied  and  disposed  of  the  residue  of 
the  sum  and  sums  of  money  raised  and  received  as  aforesaid  by  the 
duties  aforesaid,  or  recovered  for  any  forfeitures,  to  the  building  and 
repairing  the  piers,  docks,  or  basin  warehouse,  and  other  works,  and 
maintaining  the  dock  or  basin  and  harbour  of  Southampton,  and  for 
placing,  fixing,  and  maintaining  at  all  necessary  places  a  sufficient 
number  of  booms  for  marking  the  channels  enumerated  in  the  statute 
in  that  behalf,  and  for  the  other  purposes  mentioned  in  the  Acts 
^first  and  second  mentioned  in  the  writ,  and  had  also  from  time  r^n-i 
to  time  applied  the  moneys  for  the  time  being  in  their  hands,  '• 
and  not  required  for  any  other  purpose  expressed  in  those  Acts,  in  or 
towards  the  repayment  of  moneys  borrowed  and  remaining  unpaid 
piirsiiaot  to  the  provisions  of  the  Act  for  amending  stats.  43  O.  3,  c. 
xxi.,  and  00  G.  3,  c.  clxviii.  The  return  then  proceeded  thus:  "And 
the  Commissioners  claim  to  be  entitled,  and  have  been  advised  and  sub- 
mit that  they  are  entitled,  to  apply  all  such  moneys  for  the  time  being 
In  their  hands,  and  not  so  required  as  aforesaid,  in  or  towards  such 
repayment  as  aforesaid  at  their  discretion ;  and  in  the  exercise  of  that 
discretion  it  has  appeared  to  be  and  is  the  opinion,  as  well  of  the 
Mayor,  aldermen,  and  burgesses  of  the  borough  of  Southampton  afore- 
said, as  of  the  Commissioners,  expressed  at  meetings  of  the  said 
council,  and  of  the  Commissioners  duly  holden  in  that  behalf,  no  such 
measures  or  proceedings  as  in  the  writ  mentioned  should  be  taken 
Against  The  Southampton  Dock  Company.  And  The  Southampton 
Bock  Company  have,  after  such  settlements  and  payments  as  afore- 
said had  been  made  between  the  Commissioners  and  the  Mayor, 
aldermen,  and  biirgesses,  duly  applied  the  several  moneys  from  time 
to  time  raised  and  received  by  the  Company  in  carrying  into  execu- 
tion the  Act  for  npiaking  and  maintaining  a  dock  or  docks  at  South- 
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ampton  and  the  other  Acts  relating  thereto :  wherefore  we  have  been 
advised  and  submit  that  the  Commissioners  are  not.  nor  are  we  bound 
by  the  common  law  of  the  land,  or  by  the  statutes  in  the  writ  and 
herein  mentioned,  or  by  any  other  statute,  to  take  the  necessary  and 
legal,  or  any  measures  and  proceedings  for  obtaining  and  recovering 
payment  to  them  by  and  from  the  said  Southampton  Dock  Company 
^jrtQ-i  of  the  other  several  sums  of  money,  making  *the  supposed  defi- 

■l  ciency  of  37101  la,,  and  to  pay  over  one  fifth  part  thereof  (other 
than  and  except  as  in  the  writ  aforesaid)  to  the  Mayor,  aldermen,  and 
burgesses  of  Southampton,"  &c. 

Demurrer  and  joinder.  Several  pleas,  not  here  material,  were  also 
pleaded  to  the  return. 

Montague  Smith,  for  the  prosecution. — The  statutes  set  forth  in  the 
writ  impose  a  legal  duty  on  the  defendants  to  collect  this  money  from 
The  Southampton  Dock  Company,  and  pay  one-fifth  of  it  over  to  the 
corporation  of  Southampton ;  and  the  mandamus  only  requires  them 
to  take  the  necessary  and  lawful  steps  for  that  purpose.  Bates  are 
often  directed  by  mandamus  to  be  made  when  money  is  borrowed  of 
churchwardens,  and  in  such  like  cases.  Then  the  facts  stated  in  the 
return  do  not  constitute  an  answer  to  the  writ.  The  defendants  do 
not  say  that  they  have  not  received  the  money,  or  that  payment  of  it 
will  be  refused,  or  even  that  they  have  demanded  it.  (He  raised  some 
other  objections  to  the  return,  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  mention.) 

Lush,  for  the  defendants. — If  the  argument  on  the  other  side,  that  a 
legal  duty  is  imposed  on  the  defendants  of  collecting  this  money,  ia 
well  founded,  they  would  be  bound,  if  necessary,  to  take  legal  pro- 
ceedings for  that  purpose.  A  mandamus  does  not  lie  to  compel  a  party 
to  involve  himself  in  litigation:  the  proper  remedy  for  failure  of  duty 
in  such  cases  is  by  action  at  law  or  suit  in  equity,  which  will  lie 
against  a  public  company:  Cane  v.  Chapman,  6  A.  &  E.  647  (E.  C.  L.  R. 
vol.  31).  [Crompton,  J. — We  constantly  grant  a  mandamus  against 
*231  ^^^^^7  ^companies  in  cases  where  an  action  would  lie  against 
-I  them.  Hill,  J. — Regina  v.  Hull  and  Selby  Railway  Company, 
6  Q.  B.  70  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  51),  is  an  authority  that  a  mandamus  may 
be  issued  against  a  party  for  a  matter  in  respect  of  which  he  is  liable  to 
an  action.]  But  in  truth  no  legal  duty  is  imposed  on  the  defendants 
until  the  money  has  been  received  by  them  from  the  Dock  Company, 
although  they  may  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of  trust  for  not  levying  it. 
This  further  appears  from  the  fact  that  the  defendants  arc  directed  to 
bring  the  amounts  of  various  penalties,  forfeitures,  and  duties  into  the 
fund  which  they  are  to  raise;  and  it  is  discretionary  with  them 
whether  they  will  levy  those  penalties  and  forfeitures  and  lower 
those  duties. 

Montague  Smith,  in  reply. — No  action  could  be  maintained  against 
the  defendants  by  the  prosecutors  of  this  mandamus ;  and,  even  if  it 
could,  non  constat  that  the  damages  recovered  in  it  would  be  com- 
mensurate with  the  loss  sustained.  Where  a  statutory  duty  is  im- 
posed on  a  party,  a  mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  him  to  discharge  it, 
although  there  is  a  remedy  against  him  in  equity ;  per  Buller,  J.,  in 
Rex  v.  The  Marquis  of  Stafford,  8  T,  R.  651-2 ;  Regina  v.  St.  Michael, 
Southampton,  6  E.  &  B.  807  (E.  C.  L.  R.  88). 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  sorry  that,  in  the  judgment  I  am  about  to 
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proBoance,  I  must  differ  from  the  other  members  of  the  Court;  but  I 
am  of  opinion  that  this  mandamus  is  bad,  and  that  no  fresh  one  ought 
to  be  issued.  It  appears  to  me  that  what  this  mandamus  means  is 
that  the  defendants  are  called  upon,  not  only  *to  apply  to  The  r^^A 
Southampton  Dock  C!ompany  for  payment  of  these  moneys,  but,  *- 
if  necessary,  to  enforce  their  demand  by  proceedings  at  law.  This  is 
the  only  construction  I  can  put  on  the  words  which  enjoin  the  defend- 
ants to  ''  to  take  the  necessary  and  legal  measures  and  proceedings 
for  obtaining  and  recovering  payment  from  The  Southampton  Dock 
Company."  The  word  "  legal"  must,  I  think,  be  understood  as  having 
some  signification,  seeing  it  is  superadded  to  ''  necessary ;"  and  it  in 
not  to  be  supposed  that  the  Court  would  introduce  the  word  "  legal" 
into  a  writ  in  order  to  point  out  to  the  parties  to  whom  it  is  addressed 
that  in  executing  it  they  are  not  to  take  measures  which  are  contrary 
to  law.  I  therefore  suppose  that  the  word  **  legal"  here  has  the  sig- 
nification which  it  has  in  ordinary  parlance,  namely,  as  contradistin- 
guished to  "  moral,"  and  as  directing  some  sort  of  litigation. 

Looking,  then,  at  the  circumstances  of  this  case  as  set  out  in  the 
writ  and  return,  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  ought  not  to  command  the 
defendants,  at  their  own  risk,  to  enter,  into  litigation  with  The  South- 
ampton Dock  Company.  If,  instead  of  adopting  this  proceeding  by 
mandamus,  the  prosecutors  had  had  recourse  to  a  Court  of  equity, 
the  relators  would  have  been  compelled  to  give  the  defendants  an 
indemnity  against  the  costs  of  bringing  an  action  against  the  Com- 
pany ;  and  in  point  of  justice  we  ought  not  to  impose  on  the  defend- 
ants the  duty  of  suing  The  Southampton  Dock  Company  except  on 
the  same  equitable  terms,  especially  when  we  see  that,  in  the  event  of 
their  doing  so,  there  will  be  a  very  serious  litigation  behind.  It  may 
indeed  be  suggested  that,  as  the  language  of  this  mandamus  is  general, 
the  defendants  ought  to  have  stated  in  their  return  that  they 
^applied  unsuccessfully  to  the  prosecutors  for  such  an  indem-  r^^K 
nity ;  but  the  answer  to  that  is  that  the  writ  in  its  terms  is  not  '- 
conditional,  but  absolute. 

Crompton,  J. — ^I  regret  that  questions  such  as  are  raised  in  this 
case  should  be  disposed  of  on  a  minute  and  technical  point  of  special 
pleading. 

I  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  that  if  this  writ  had,  in  words, 
directed  the  defendants  to  bring  an  action  against  The  Southampton 
Dock  Company  for  this  money,  it  could  not  be  supported.  I  think 
also  that  the  return  is  bad,  for  reasons  into  which  it  will  be  needless 
to  enter,  and  that  the  defendants  might  be  ordered  by  mandamus  to 
perform  the  statutory  duty  cast  upon  them  by  these  enactments,  even 
though  the  right  of  the  prosecutors  against  them  were  merely  of  au 
equitable  nature.  But  the  only  point  neceii^ary  for  us  to  determine 
is,  whether  the  mandatory  part  of  this  writ  is  good.  Now  I  have 
always  understood  that,  in  tne  law  of  mandamus,  the  rule  is  that  the 
mandatory  part  of  the  writ  may  be  very  general,  but  that  the  return 
must,  on  the  contrary,  be  very  minute  in  showing  why  the  party  did 
not  do  what  he  was  commanded.  Then  the  whole  question  is,  are  we 
to  understand  the  mandatory  part  of  this  writ  as  necessarily  meaning 
that  the  defendants  are,  at  their  own  risk,  to  take  legal  proceedings 
against  The  Southampton  Dock  Company  to  recover  this  money  ?   Or 
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may  we  understond  it  as  simply  meaning'  tliat  they  are  to  take  such 
steps  for  that  purpose  as  are  necessary  and  proper  under  the  circum- 
stances ?  My  Lord  Chief  Justice  reads  it  in  the  former  sense,  but  I 
do  not  so  read  it.  The  expression  "legal  measures"  may  mean  "legal 
proceedings ;"  but  it  does  not  necessarily  mean  that ;  it  may  mean 
*9fll  *^^^  instance,  an  application  to  an  attorney;  and,  after  the 
J  general  averments  contained  in  this  writ,  I  think  it  should  not 
be  understood  as  meaning  *' legal  proceedings."  In  construing  instru* 
ments  of  this  nature  we  must  read  them  as  if  they  contained  the 
words  "  reasonable  and  proper."  It  would  be  unreasonable  to  direct 
the  defendants  to  bring  an  action  against  the  Dock  Company  without 
receiving  an  indemnity ;  and  the  doubt  I  entertained  in  this  case  was 
whether  the  writ  ought  not  to  have  directed  them  to  do  so  on  receiv- 
ing such  an  indemnity.  But  I  think  the  general  form  of  writ  here 
adopted  is  the  proper  one — that  it  is  better  pleading  not  to  specify 
with  such  particularity  what  is  to  be  done ;  and  if  the  feet  Were  that 
no  such  indemnity  was  offered,  that  is  matter  of  return. 

(Hill,  J.,  had  left  the  Court.) 

Blackbukn,  J. — After  much  doubt  I  have  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion as  my  brother  Crompton.  The  return  to  this  mandamus  I 
consider  clearly  bad ;  although  I  confbss^  it  discloses  a  good  deal  of 
matter  which,  if  brought  before  the  Courll  when  it  Was  discretionary 
to  grant  the  writ  or  not,  would  have  influenced  my  mind  very  much. 
But  that  time  has  gone  by,  and  the  only  question  we  have  now  to 
determine  is  the  question  of  pleading,  namely,  what  is  the  meaning 
of  the  expression  in  this  writ  that  the  defendants  are  to  "  take  the 
necessary  and  legal  measures  and  proceedings  for  obtaining  and 
recovering  payment  of"  this  money.  Looking  at  these  statutes,  I 
have  no  doubt  that  they  impose  on  the  Commissioners  the  legal  duty 
of  levying  this  money,  and  paying  over  to  the  corporation  one-fifth  of 
*271  ^^®  ^^"^  *levied;  and  I  cannot  agree  with  Mr.  Lush  that  the 
^  Commissioners  are  in  this  respect  merely  trustees,  and  that  the 
only  remedy  of  the  corporation  against  them  is  by  proceedings  in 
equity.  Under  these  circumstances,  therefore,  is  this  writ  too  large? 
I  think  not,  and  that  my  brother  Crompton  has  put  the  matter  on  its 
true  ground ;  that  such  a  writ  may  be  in  very  general  terms,  directing 
the  parties  to  take  the  legal  and  proper  steps  for  a  particular  purpose, 
and  that  it  is  for  the  defendants  to  show,  by  return,  reasons  for  not 
obeying  it ;  as,  for  instance,  that  the  expense  of  doing  so  would  be 
one  which  it  would  be  improper  to  impose  upon  them.  If  in  writs  of 
this  nature  it  were  necessary  to  negative  by  anticipation  everything 
that  might  possibly  excuse  obedience,  the  effect  would  be  to  render 
them  intolerably  prolix. 

I  also  regret  to  be  compelled  to  decide  this  case  on  the  technical 
construction  of  the  pleadings.  Judgment  for  the  Crown. 
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The  QUEEN  v.  WILLMOTT.    April  22. 

UnlawflU  poBseaxion  of  marine  itores. — Summary  conviction. — Appeal, — 39  4t  40  Q, 

3,  c.  89.  ojid  2  <f  3  W.A^  c.  40.— 11  4t  12  FiVf.  c.  43. 

1.  On  t  fiiinaiftry  eovTletion,  under  atat  39  A  40  O.  3,  e.  89,  i.  18,. for  nnUwful  posieMiM 
of  mKW9l  ttorM,  tbo  Commtwloner  (or  SaperhiteBdent,  tlnee  stst  2  4  8  W.  4,  e.  4Q,  as.  10,  It), 
or  Jvotieo  of  tbo  poaoe^  baa  power,  in  the  attarBmtivi^  eiHier  to  infliet  a  fine  or  to  imprison 
with  hard  laboar  without  impoaing  a  fine. 

3.  Qacre  wbelfaer,  in  the  UUer  eveot^  an  appeal  to  the  Qnarter  Seiaiona  ia  given  %j  tact.  21 
of  that  statute? 

3.  The  pendency  of  an  appeal  nnder  that  aeotion  haa  not  the  elfcet  of  sn^pendlog  the  opcrA- 
tioo  of  the  sentenee. 

i.  SojBjnarj  eonvietiona  under  that  statoto  are  not  affeetod  by  ataL  11  4  12  Tici.  cu  48. 

Pbbnttcb,  in  thia  Term,  had  obtained  a  rale  calling  on  the  Captain 
Superintendent  of,  and  resident  at,  Her  Majesty's  Dock  Yard  ar 
Chatham,  to  show  *cause  why  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  should  r^j^o 
not  issue,  directed  to  the  keeper  of  the  House  of  Correction  at  '• 
St.  Augustine's,  in  the  county  of  Kent,  to  bring  up  the  body  of  one 
William  Wilmott,  &c.  And  why,  if  the  rule  be  made  absolute,  W. 
Willmott,  without  being  brought  personally  before  this  Court,  should 
not  be  discharged  out  of  that  custody  as  to  his  commitment  thereto. 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  warrant  of  the  Superintendent,  dated  6th 
April  1861 :  or  why  W.  Willmott,  having  duly  entered  into  a  recog- 
nisance  to  prosecute  an  appeal  against  his  conviction,  should  not  be 
discharged  out  of  that  custody.  Notice  of  the  rule  to  be  given  to 
the  Superintendent  and  to  the  solicitor  to  the  Admiralty, 

The  facts  were  these:  An  information  under  stat.  89  &  40  G.  8, 
c.  89.  was  laid  before  the  Superintendent  of  Her  Majesty's  Dock  Yard 
at  Chatham,  against  the  defendant,  a  marine  store  dealer  at  Chatham, 
for  unlawfully  having  in  his  possession  certain  naval  stores,  &c.,  of  a 
value  not  exceeding  20«.  The  case  was  heard  on  6th  April,  1861, 
when  the  defendant  was  summarily  convicted ;  and,  in  lieu  of  imposing 
a  fine,  the  Superintendent  adjudged  him  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept 
to  hard  labour  in  the  House  of  Correction  at  St.  Augustine's,  near 
Canterbury,  for  three  calendar  months,  to  which  place  he  was  forth- 
with conveyed  and  there  detained,  under  a  warrant  of  commitment 
issued  by  the  Superintendent. 

It  was  stated,  by  affidavit,  that  the  defendant  was  possessed  at 
Chatham  of  sufficient  goods  and  chattels  whereupon  to  levy  by  dis- 
tress the  highest  amount  of  fine  (namely,  lOZ.)  which  the  Superintend- 
ent had  power  to  impose  for  the  offence,  and  that  the  defendant  had 
never  stated  that  he  was  unable  to  pay  the  fine. 

*The  defendant  gave  no  notice  of  appeal  against  his  convic-  r^ng 
tion;  but  afterwards,  on  the  10th  April,  1861,  while  in  prison,  '- 
he  was  visited  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Kent,  before 
whom  he  entered  into  a  recognisance  with  sureties,  in  treble  the  value 
of  the  highest  fine  that  could  be  imposed  for  his  offence,  to  prosecute 
the  appeal  at  the  next  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace  for  Kent.  An 
appeal  was  there  entered  accordingly,  and  respited  to  the  July  Ses* 
sions. 

The  present  rule  was  obtained  on  two  grounds.  1.  That  the 
Superintendent  had  no  jurisdiction  to  award  imprisonment  in  the  first 
instance ;  his  power  being  limited  to  inflicting  a  fine,  and  committing 
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to  prison  in  the  event  of  the  fine  not  being  paid,  and  the  oflfender  not 
being  possessed  of  any  effects  out  of  which  it  could  be  levied  by  dis- 
tress. 2.  That  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  his  discharge,  having 
entered  into  a  recognisance  to  appeal  against  the  conviction. 

The  question  in  the  case  depended  on  the  following  sections  of  stat. 
89  &  40  G.  8,  c.  89 :  "  For  the  better  preventing  the  embezzlement 
of  His  Majesty's  naval,  ordnance,  and  victualling  stores;"  as  modi- 
fied by  Stat.  2  *&  8  W.  4,  c.  40,  ss.  10  and  11. 

Stat.  89  &  40  G.  8,  c.  89,  s.  18 :  "  Whereas  it  might  tend  to  prevent 
the  commission  of  offences  if  power  were  given  to  the  Commissioners 
of  His  Majesty's  navy,  ordnance,  and  victualling,  and  His  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  out  of  Sessions,  to  hear  and  determine  offences 
in  a  summary  way  in  cases  where  the  stores  found  are  of  small  value, 
and  to  fine  or  otherwise  punish  the  offenders  accordingly;  be  it 
enacted)  &c.,  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  it  shall  and 
may  be  lawful  to  and  for  any  principal  officer  or  commissioner  of  the 
♦301  ^*^y'  ordnance,  or  *victualling  for  the  time  being,  or  any  jus- 
■l  tice  of  the  peace  for  any  county,  division,  city,  town  corporate, 
liberty,  or  place  within  this  kingdom,  to  hear  and  determine  any  com- 
plaint against  any  person  or  persons  (not  being  a  contractor  or  con- 
tractors, or  employed  as  aforesaid)  for  unlawfully  selling  or  delivering, 
or  causing  or  procuring  to  be  sold  or  delivered,  or  for  receiving  or 
having  in  his,  her,  or  their  custody,  possession,  or  keeping,  or  for 
concealing  any  stores  of  war,  or  naval,  ordnance,  or  victualling  stores 
or  goods,  marked  with  such  marks  respectively  as  are  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  of  any  value  in  the  whole  not  exceeding  20«. ;  which  said 
Commissioner  or  justice  respectively  is  hereby  authorized  and  required, 
upon  any  information  exhibited  or  complaint  made  in  that  behalf,  at 
any  time  within  three  calendar  months  next  after  any  such  offence 
shall  have  been  committed,  to  cause  the  party  or  parties  accused  to 
be  apprehended  and  brought  before  him ;  or  if  he,  she,  or  they  shall 
have  absconded,  or  cannot  be  found,  then  to  be  summoned  to  appear 
before  such  Commissioner  or  justice,  by  a  notice  or  summons  left  at 
his,  her,  or  their  last  or  usual  place  of  abode ;  and  also  to  cause  the 
witnesses  on  either  side  to  be  summoned;  and  such  Commissioner 
or  justice  shall  examine  into  the  matter  of  fact,  and  upon  due  proof 
made  thereof,  either  by  the  voluntary  confession  of  the  party  or  par- 
ties, or  by  the  oath  of  one  or  more  credible  witness  or  witnesses 
(which  oath  the  said  Commissioner  or  justice  respectively  is  hereby 
authorized  to  administer),  give  judgment  or  sentence  accordingly; 
and  in  case  the  party  or  parties  accused  shall  be  convicted  of  such 
offence,  then  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  such  Commissioner 
♦311  ^^  justice  of  the  peace  respectively  to  inflict  a  fine  of  lOZ.  *upon 
■*  him,  her,  or  them,  for  such  his,  her,  or  their  offence;  which 
taid  fine  so  inflicted  shall  be  divided  and  distributed,  one  moiety 
thereof  to  the  informer  or  discoverer  of  the  offence,  and  the  other 
moietv  thereof  (the  necessary  charges  for  the  recovery  thereof  being 
first  deducted)  to  the  treasurer  of  His  Majesty's  navy  or  ordnance, 
as  the  case  may  be,  &c.,  and  to  award  and  issue  out  his  warrant  under 
his  hand  and  seal  for  levying  such  fines  so  adjudged  on  the  goods  of 
the  offender  or  offenders,  and  to  cause  sale  to  be  made  thereof  for  pay- 
ment of  such  fine  and  the  reasonable  charges  of  distress  (to  be  judged 
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of  by  such  Commissioner  or  justice  respectively),  in  case  they  shall 
not  be  redeemed  within  six  days,  rendering  to  the  party  the  overplus, 
if  any ;  and  where  sufficient  goods  of  the  party  cannot  be  found  to 
answer  the  said  fine,  to  commit  the  said  offender  or  offenders  to  the 
camraon  gaol  of  the  county,  division,  city,  town  corporate,  liberty,  or 
place,  for  the  space  of  three  calendar  months,  unless  such  fine  shall 
be  sooner  paid,  or  in  lieu  of  such  fine  to  cause  such  ofiender  or 
offenders  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour  in  the  House  of 
Correction  for  the  space  of  three  calendar  months,  as  to  such  Com- 
missioner or  justice  of  the  peace  respectively  shall  be  thought  fit." 
It  then  enacts  that  every  such  Commissioner  or  justice  shall  cause  the 
amount  of  every  such  last-mentioned  moiety  of  fine  which  he  shall 
so  receive,  &c.,  to  be  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  treasurer  of  the  navy 
or  ordnance,  &c. 

Sect  19.  "It  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  Commis- 
sioner or  justice  before  whom  any  person  shall  be  convicted  in  a  sum- 
mary way  as  aforesaid  (if  he  shall  see  cause),  to  mitigate  and  lessen 
any  such  before-mentioned  fine  of  lOt,  to  be  inflicted  in  that  behalf 
as  *he  shall  think  fit  (the  reasonable  costs  of  the  officers  and  |i^oo 
informers,  as  well  in  making  the  discovery  as  in  prosecuting  the  '- 
same,  being  always  allowed  over  and  above  such  mitigation),  and  so 
as  such  mitigation  do  not  reduce  the  fine  to  less  than  one  moiety  of 
the  said  sum  of  lOL,  over  and  above  the  said  costs  and  charges,"  &c. 

Sect.  20.  "Provided  also,  and  be  it  enacted  that,  in  case  such 
Commissioner  or  justice  of  the  peace  shall,  upon  the  hearing  and 
determining  of  such  complaint  as  aforesaid,  adjudge  the  offender  or 
offenders,  in  lieu  of  a  fine,  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour 
as  aforesaid,  that  then  the  informer,  or  person  or  persons  who  shall 
have  discovered  such  offender  or  offenders,  shall  have  and  receive,  as 
a  reward  for  such  his,  her,  or  their  discovery,  the  sum  of  51.  for  every 
such  offence  so  discovered,"  &c. 

Sect.  21.  "If  any  person  or  persons  shall  find  himself,  herself,  or 
themselves  aggrieved  by  the  judgment  of  any  such  Commissioner  or 
jastice,  touching  or  concerning  any  such  stores  as  last  aforesaid,  under 
the  value  of  20^.,  then  he,  she,  or  they  shall  or  may,  upon  entering 
into  a  recognisance  to  His  Majesty,  with  one  or  more  surety  or  sure- 
ties, to  the  satisfaction  of  such  Commissioner  or  justice,  to  the  amount 
of  treble  the  value  of  such  fine,  appeal  to  the  justices  of  the  peace  at 
their  next  general  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county,  divi- 
sion, city,  town  corporate,  liberty,  or  place  wherein  the  ofience  was 
committed,  who  are  hereby  empowered  to  summon  and  examine  wit- 
nesses upon  oath,  and  finally  to  hear  and  determine  the  same ;  and, 
in  case  the  judgment  shall  be  affirmed,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for 
such  justice  of  the  peace  to  award  the  ^person  or  persons  so  r^og 
appealing  to  pay  such  costs  occasioned  by  such  appeal  as  to  ^ 
them  the  said  justices  shall  seem  meet,  and  to  enforce  payment  thereof, 
according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  such  Court." 

Stat.  2  &  3  W.  4,  c.  40,  s.  10.  Certain  officers,  to  be  called  "  Super- 
intendents," "shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to  do,  execute,. and 
perform  all  and  every  the  duties,  matters,  and  things  which  by  any 
Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament  now  in  force  any  Commissioner  of  the 
oavy  or  victualling  resident  at  any  naval  or  victualling  yard  or  estab- 
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lisliment,  or  at  any  naval  hospital,  at  home  or  abroad,  ia  aatborised 
or  required  to  do," 

Sect.  11.  ''The  Superintendents  so  to  be  appointed  shall  have  and 
they  are  hereby  invested  with  full  power  and  authority  to  administer 
oaths,  and  to  exercise  the  duties,  powers,  and  authorities  of  justices 
of  the  peace,  in  all  places  whatever,  and  in  all  matters  relating  to  His 
Majesty's  naval  service,  and  to  the  stores,  provisions,  ammunition, 
and  the  accounts  thereof,  and  in  all  other  oases  whatever  in  which  any 
Commissioner  of  the  navy  or  victualling  is  empowered  to  act  as  a 
justice  by  any  Act  or  Acts  now  in  force,  in  as  full  a  manner  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  as  if  such  Superintendents  had  been  named  in 
any  such  Act  or  Acts,  or  in  any  commission  of  the  peace  for  any  suoh 
places,"  &c. 

Collier  and  H.  W.  West  now  showed  cause. — First,  the  Superin* 
tendent  is  empowered  in  the  alternative  eiiher  to  inflict  a  fine,  and  if 
it  is  not  paid,  and  no  goods  are  found  on  which  a  distress  can  be 
made,  imprison  without  hard  labour ;  or  to  imprison  with  hard  labour, 
without  imposing  any  fine  at  all.  The  Admiralty  officers  say  that 
*^41  ^^^  ^^  ^^  usual  practice,  and  it  is  also  in  accordance  with  the 
^  ^language  of  the  statute.  The  18th  section  begins  by  reciting 
that  it  is  expedient  to  give  power  to  the  Commissioner  to  "fine  or 
otherwise  puniah.^^  It  then  gives  power  to  impose  a  fine,  and  after 
providing  that  half  of  the  fine  shall  go  to  the  informer,  and  making 
provision  for  the  mode  of  levying  it,  adds,  "op  in  lieu  of  9ueh  fine  to 
cause  such  offender  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour  in  the 
house  of  correction,"  &c.  This  construction  is  confirmed  by  the  19th 
and  20th  sections ;  the  former  elearly  referring  to  cases  where  a  fine 
is  imposed,  and  the  latter  making  provision  to  reward  the  informer 
where  there  is  imprisonment  "  in  lieu  of  fine."  There  is  good  reason 
for  this.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  prevent  the  embezzling  of 
the  Queen's  stores  of  war,  by  giving  to  the  Commissioner  or  justico 
of  the  peace  a  power  of  summarily  convicting.  But,  as  this  is  an 
offence  the  enormity  of  which  varies  considerably,  being  sometimes 
of  great  malignity — indeed  the  benefit  of  clergy  was  taken  away  from 
it  by  Stat.  22  C.  2,  c.  5,  recited  in  the  present  Act — and  sometimes 
very  slight,  as  where  it  is  not  committed  with  fraudulent  intent,  it  is 
desirable  that  the  judge  by  whom  the  matter  is  determined  should 
have  a  discretionary  power  to  consider  all  the  circumstances ;  and  to 
punish  the  milder  cases  by  fine,  &c.,  and  the  more  serious  ones  by 
imprisonment  with  hard  labour. 

Secondly,  the  right  of  appeal  given  by  this  statute  extends  to  those 
cases  only  where  a  fine  is  imposed.  This  appears  from  the  language 
of  the  21st  section,  which  gives  that  right  solely  on  condition  of  the 
party  entering  into  recognisances  "to  the  amount  of  treble  the  value 
of  such^ntf."  Besides,  the  recognisance  must  be  given  to  the  satis* 
^io-|  faction  of  the  Commissioner  or  justice  before  ♦whom  the  con- 
^  viction  takes  place,  whereas  here  it  was  taken  by  another  justice 
from  the  defendant  when  in  prison.  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — That  last 
circumstance  certainly  seems  an  answer  to  the  defendant  on  the  second 
point.] 

Prentice,  contrL — ^As  to  the  first  point:  this  is  a  highly  penal  sta* 
tate,  and  ought  to  be  most  strictly  construed  in  favorem  libertatis. 
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Its  effect  is  to  give  a  power  of  mimmarj  conviction,  entailing  a  sen- 
tence of  imprisonment  with  hard  labour;  and,  in  the  majority  of  cases, 
virtually  without  appeal,  as  the  time  of  imprisonment  would  most 
usually  expire  before  an  appeal  could  be  heard.  The  statute  should 
be  construed  as  vesting  in  the  Commissioner  or  justice  of  the  peace 
the  power  of  summarily  convicting  given  to  justices  of  the  peace  by 
many  statutes,  and  in  later  times  by  the  general  Act,  11  &  12  Vict.,  c. 
48,  ss.  19,  20,  21 :  the  effect  of  which  is  to  enable  them  to  impose  a 
small  fine,  and.  if  the  offender  cannot  pay  it,  to  imprison  him  with 
or  without  hard  labour.  There  is  no  injustice  in  this,  for  the  fact  of 
a  man  being  unable  to  pay  a  small  fine  proves  him  a  vagrant.  In  1 
Bum  Just.  786,  29th  ed.,  tit.  Commitment  in  ExecuHout  it  is  said : 
''  K  a  statute  assigns  a  commitment  as  a  mode  of  punishment  in  the 
first  instance,  the  commitment  follows  upon  and  is  the  legal  conse* 
quence  of  the  punishment.  But  where  it  is  assigned  merely  as  a  sub- 
sidiary to  the  enforcing  a  punishment  or  penalty,  the  magistrate  can- 
not aaopt  it  till  he  has  ascertained  the  punishment  or  penalty  cannot 
be  enforced." 

As  to  the  second  point :  the  21st  section  of  this  statute  gives  appeal 
"if  any  person  shall  find  himself  aggrieved  *by  the  judgment  r^^r^ 
of  the  Commissioner,"  &c.  In  Eex  v.  Brooke,  2  T.  R.  190,  this  ^ 
Court  held  that  a  justice  of  the  peace  had  no  power  to  bail  a  person 
who  had  appealed  against  a  committal  under  the  Yagrant  Act:  but 
the  reason  was,  that  in  the  event  of  the  appeal  being  decided  in  favour 
of  the  respondents  the  justice  had  no  power  to  commit  him;  a  diffi* 
culty  which  has  been  removed  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  48,  s.  27. 
[CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^In  construing  this  statute  we  must  go  by  the  law 
as  it  stood  at  the  time  when  it  was  passed.  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43 
was  long  subsequent.  Crompton,  J. — Kendall  v.  Wilkinson,  4  E.  & 
B.  680  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  82),  cited  in  Paley  on  Convictions,  p.  304,  4th 
ed.,  is  strong  authority  to  show  that  the  effect  of  a  commitment  by  a 
justice  of  the  peace  is  not  suspended  by  the  mere  fact  of  appeal.  That 
case  was  subsequent  to  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43.]  It  is  a  great  hard* 
ship  on  a  party. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. It  is  certainly  no  easy  task  to  construe  an  enactment  framed 
like  that  before  us.  Nothing  can  be  more  obscure  or  confused  than 
the  language  of  sect.  18 ;  but,  on  the  whole,  the  more  reasonable  con- 
struction is  to  hold  that,  on  proof  of  the  offence,  the  Commissioner 
(for  whom  the  Superintendent  is  now  substituted)  has  power  in  the 
alternative;  either  to  infiict  a  fine  not  exceeding  lOZ.,  and  in  the 
absence  of  payment  and  of  goods  and  chattels  to  answer  the  fine, 
imprisonment  for  three  months  or  until  it  is  paid,  or,  without  impos- 
ing any  fine  at  all,  to  sentence  the  offender  to  three  months'  imprison- 
ment with  hard  labour. 

The  introductory  part  of  the  18th  section,  which  '^'speaks  of  r^g^ 
the  expediency  of  enabling  the  Commissioner  to  fine  or  oOiet'  '- 
ime  punish,  reads  as  if  the  Legislature  contemplated  that  he  should 
have  power  to  punish  otherwise  than  by  fine.  It  is  true  that  when 
we  come  to  the  enacting  part  of  the  section  there  is  considerable 
diflScuIty;  for,  after  enacting  that  the  Commissioner  may  infiict  a 
fine,  &C.,  it  empowers  him,  **  in  lieu  of  such  fine,"  to  cause  the  offender 
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to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour.  The  words  "  in  lieu  of 
such  fine,^^  taken  in  their  ordinary  acceptation,  seem  to  support  the 
supposition  that  the  Legislature  intended  that  a  fine  should  be  imposed 
in  the  first  instance,  and  that,  in  the  event  of  its  not  being  paid,  im- 
prisonment should  follow.  On  the  other  hand,  however,  it  is  difficult 
to  suppose  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  have  been  that  if  a 
distress- warrant  issues  for  the  fine,  and  no  goods  or  chattels  are  found 
to  satisfy  it,  imprisonment  without  hard  labour  is  to  follow,  while,  on 
the  other  hand,  if  the  Commissioner  thinks  it  inexpedient  to  issue  a 
distress- warrant,  he  may,  under  the  same  circumstances,  and  with  tho 
same  degree  of  delinquency  before  him,  award  imprisonment  with 
hard  labour.  I  therefore  think  that  the  true  construction  of  this 
section,  and  that  which  will  go  farther  than  any  other  to  reconcile  the 
whole  enactment  with  common  sense,  is  to  hold  that  the  Legislature 
meant  that  the  Commissioner  should  exercise  his  judicial  discretion 
in  the  first  instance — either  to  inflict  a  fine ;  in  which  event  he  is  to 
have  power  to  issue  a  distress- warrant,  and  if  no  effects  are  found  to 
satisfy  it,  then  with  the  alternative  of  imprisonment  without  hard 
labour ;  or  to  adjudge  imprisonment  with  hard  labour,  without  any 
alternative  at  all. 

*881  Considerable  difficulty  also  arises  on  the  appeal  clause.  *In 
-'  the  first  place  it  is  not  plain  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature  to  give  an  appeal  at  all  under  circumstances  like  the 
present.  The  right  to  appeal  is  only  given  on  the  party  entering 
into  recognisance  to  treble  the  amount  of  the  fine;  though  possibly 
that  may  be  construed  to  apply  not  only  to  cases  where  a  fine  is 
inflicted,  but  also  to  those  where  imprisonment  is  awarded  in  lieu  of 
fine.  We  need  not,  however,  decide  the  question ;  for,  even  supposing 
an  appeal  would  lie  under  these  circumstances,  what  we  are  asked  to 
do  is  to  discharge  the  defendant  out  of  custody.  It  is  urged  that  we 
can  do  this  under  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43 ;  but  I  find  no  such  pro- 
vision in  that  statute,  the  27th  section  of  which  merely  enacts  that, 
in  the  event  of  the  appeal  against  a  conviction  being  decided  against 
the  appellant,  the  justice  may  issue  his  warrant  to  carry  the  sentence 
into  execution.  In  the  present  case  the  warrant  of  commitment  has 
already  been  issued,  and  execution  carried  into  effect. 

I  cannot  conclude  without  expressing  my  great  regret  that  in  the 
administration  of  criminal  justice  we  have  to  interpret  a  statute  so  ill 
drawn  as  that  before  us.  Seeing  a  distinguished  member  of  the 
Legislature  and  of  the  Profession  present,  I  hope  this  statute  will  not 
be  allowed  to  remain  in  the  present  form  on  the  statute  book,  but 
that  measures  will  be  taken  to  render  it  plain  to  those  who  have  to 
administer  it. 

Crompton,  J. — On  consideration,  I  also  am  of  opinion  that  this 
conviction  is  good.  That  is  the  first  question  we  have  to  decide.  It 
is  argued  that  the  Superintendent  was  wrong  in  not  inflicting  a  fine 
in  the  first  instance  and,  if  it  were  not  paid,  then  awarding  imprison- 
♦391  "^®^^  ^^  *three  months.  When  the  present  rule  was  moved, 
-I  the  question  appeared  to  me  so  difficult  that  I  thought  we 
might  have  to  decide  it  by  applying  the  principle  that,  where  a  Court 
cannot  see  its  way  in  the  construction  of  a  penal  statute,  it  must  give 
its  doubt  in  fiEtvour  of  the  prisoner.    But,  looking  at  this  statute,  I 
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tUnk  it  meant  to  give  the  Commissioner  (now  the  Superintendent) 
power  in  the  alternative  to  fine  or  imprison,  according  to  the  magni- 
tude of  the  offence;  and  the  construing  it  otherwise  would  lead  to  the 
very  great  absurdity  pointed  out  by  my  Lord.  Besides,  I  think  the 
20th  section  extremely  strong  to  the  same  effect,  for  it  provides,  "In 
case  such  Commissioner,  &c.,  shall,  upon  the  hearing  and  determining 
of  such  complaint,  adjudge  the  offender  in  lieu  of  a  fine  to  be  im- 
prisoned and  kept  to  hard  labour,"  &c.  This  evidently  does  not  refer 
to  the  case  where  a  fine  has  been  awarded  and  there  is  a  return  of  no 
goods,  but  means  that  he  may  do  so  on  the  original  hearing.  The 
only  answer  to  that  is  the  appeal  clause,  the  21st  section;  and  if  it 
be  true  that  no  appeal  is  given  when  hard  labour  is  awarded,  it  would 
look  much,  at  first  view,  as  if  the  Legislature  meant  that  a  fine 
should  be  imposed  in  the  first  instance.  But  I  doubt  if  that  is  the 
meaning  of  that  section.  It  says,  "If  any  person  shall  find  himself 
aggrieved  by  the  judgment  of  any  such  Commissioner  or  justice,  &c., 
he  may,  upon  entering  into  a  recognisance,  &c.,  appeal  to  the  justices 
of  the  peace  at  their  next  general  quarter  sessions."  I  think  that 
shows  there  is  an  appeal  in  the  one  ease  as  well  as  the  other.  Then, 
however,  comes  the  further  question,  suppose  an  appeal  is  given,  can 
we  discharge  the  prisoner?  The  late  cases  are  very  clear  that, 
although  an  appeal  against  a  conviction  is  given  by  statute,  it  does 
•not  in  general  suspend  the  effect  of  the  warrant  of  commit-  ^^.^ 
ment ;  for  that  we  need  only  look  to  Kendall  v.  Wilkinson,  4  ^ 
E.  k  B.  680  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  82).  No  doubt  it  is  a  great  hardship  on 
ft  party  that  the  law  should  be  so,  especially  where  his  liberty  depends 
on  the  construction  of  a  statute  drawn  as  this  is. 

Hill,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  the  same  reasons. 

Blackburn,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree  in  the  con- 
strttctLon  which  has  been  put  on  the  18th  section  by  the  rest  of  the 
Court;  and  on  this  subject  will  merely  add  that,  in  order  to  render 
the  whole  perfectly  plain,  we  need  only  alter  the  punctuation,  which 
is  no  part  of  the  statute.  After  the  words  "  inflict  a  fine,  &c.,  for  such 
his,  her,  or  their  offence,"  there  is  a  semicolon ;  the  section  then  pro- 
vides for  enforcing  the  fine,  and  gives  power  to  award  imprisonment 
for  three  calendar  months,  "unless  such  fine  shall  be  sooner  paid," 
after  which  word  "  paid"  there  is  a  comma ;  and  the  section  then  goes 
ontosav,  "or  in  lieu  of  such  fine,  to  cause  the  offender  to  be  im- 
prisoned and  kept  to  hard  labour,  &c.,  for  three  calendar  months." 
We  have  only  to  strike  out  the  semicolon  after  the  word  "offence," 
and  put  a  comma  instead,  and  then  put  a  semicolon  instead  of  a 
comma  after  "  paid/'  and  all  becomes  clear. 

But  there  is  great  dif&culty  in  construing  the  21st  section.  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  its  effect  is  to  give  an  appeal  in  all  cases ;  but, 
even  if  that  be  so,  an  appeal  has  not  in  general  the  effect  of  suspend- 
ing the  sentence ;  at  all  events  there  is  nothing  in  this  statute  which 
gives  *it  that  effect.  According  to  Kendall  v.  Wilkinson,  4  E.  r^.^ 
4  B.  680  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  82),  it  is  a  question  of  great  general  '- 
importance  whether  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  48,  gives  such  effect  to  an 
M>peal ;  and  if  I  thought  that  that  statute  applied,  I  should  like  to 
take  further  time  for  consideration.  But  here  the  conviction  is  not 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace,  but  before  a  Superintendent,  under  stats. 
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89  &  40  G.  S,  c.  89,  and  2  &  8  W.  4,  c.  40,  and  I  do  not  think  stat.  11 
&  12  Vict.  c.  43^  applies  to  such  a  case  at  all. 

Bale  discharged. 


The  GBEAT  INDIAN  PENINSULA  Railway  Company  v.  SAUN- 
DERS.   April  24.. 

Marine  insurance. — Particular  (xcerage, — Partial  lost, — ^Expense  of  forwarding  goods.  ^ 

1.  Whor«  goods  are  iniared  by  n  policy  of  marine  insurance  in  the  ordinary  form,  the  ex- 
pression "  warranted  free  from  partioalar  average"  is  not  confined  to  losses  ariaing  from  injury 
to,  or  deterioration  of,  the  goods  ihemselres ;  bnt  is  eqniralent  to  a  stipulation  against  total 
loss  and  general  aTWage  only;  and*  eonaoqueatly,  includes  expenses  incurred  in  relation  to  the 
goods. 

2.  A  quantity  of  iron  rails  was  shipped  to  be  carried  la  a  eertain  place,  for  a  sum  to  be  paid 
here,  ship  lost  or  not  lost  The  shippers  jnsured  them  by  a  policy  in  the  ordinary  form  '*  war- 
ranted free  from  particular  average,  unless  the  afaip  be  stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt."  The  ship 
was  neither  sunk,  stranded,  nor  burnt ;  but  there  was  »  oonstruetive  total  loss  of  her  by  perils 
of  the  sea.  The  rails  were  saved,  «nd  sent  on  in  other  veaiels  to  their  destination,  for  whieb 
the  assured  was  compelled  to  pi^j  flight  to  an  amount  not  exoeedlog  the  value  ef  the  rails, 
field,  that  this  freight  was  not  recoverable  under  the  policy. 

8.  Quaere,  whether  an  underwriter  on  a  policy  against  total  loss  only,  with  the  usual  clause 
authorizing  the  assured  to  sue  and  labour  for  the  preservation  of  the  eubject-matter  of  tbe 
insurance,  is  liable  for  espenaea  ioourred  by  the  assured  for  the  purpose  of  rescuing  the  subject- 
matter  of  tbe  insurance  firom  %.  sUte  of  peril,  whioh  might  have  resuUcd  in  a  total  loss,  but  did 

AOt? 

The  following  cose  was  stated,  without  pleadings,  by  consent  and 
by  order  of  a  Judge,  under  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852. 
«.^n      *In  November,  1858,  the  plainti£&  shipped  at  London  <m 

"^  board  The  Bombay  bound  for  Kurrachee  and  Bombay,  with 
leave  to  call  at  Cork  for  troops,  about  480  tons  of  iron  rails,  to  be 
conveyed  to  Bombay  for  the  plainti£&,  upon  the  terms  of  the  follow- 
ing bill  of  lading. 

"Shipped  in  good  order  and  well  conditioned,  by  The  Great  Indian 
Peninsula  Bailway  Company,  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  called  Tbe 
Bombay,  whereof  is  master  for  the  present  voyage  Hamanck,  and 
now  riding  at  anchor  in  the  river  Thames,  and  bound  for  Bombay, 
with  liberty  to  land  passengers  at  Kurrachee,  1995  bars  railway  iron, 
being  marked  and  numbered  as  in  the  margin,  and  are  to  be  delivered 
in  the  like  good  order  and  well  conditioned  at  the  aforesaid  port  of 
Bombay  (the  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  ana  every 
other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation  of 
whatever  nature  and  kind  soever  excepted,  save  risk  of  boats  as  £Gir 
as  ships  are  liable  thereto)  unto  the  secretary  of  the  said  Company,  or 
to  his  assigns,  freight  for  the  said  goods,  to  be  paid  here,  ship  lost  or 
not,  with  primage  and  average  accustomed.  In  witness  whereof  the 
master  or  purser  of  the  said  ship  hath  affirmed  to  four  bills  of  lading, 
all  of  tbifl  tenor  and  date,  the  one  of  whioh  bills  being  accomplished 
the  others  to  stand  void.  Dated  in  London,  2d  November,  1868. 
Weight  and  contents  unknown  to  Thomas  Hamanck." 

In  the  margin  were  inserted  the  particulars  of  the  rails,  together 
with  this  note.  "Weight,  contents,  and  value  unknown,  and  not 
answerable  for  leakage,  breakage,  or  rost^  nor  loss  by  vermin. 
£.  Gbllatt,  for  D.  Dunbab." 
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On  tbe  2d  day  of  November,  1858,  the  plaintiff  paid  to  the  ownera 
of  The  Bombay  the  sum  of  ft28Z.  fl«.  lOrf.,  *for  freight  on  the  r^^^ 
rails  mentioned,  in  the  bill  of  lading,  being  at  the  rate  of  26«.  ^-^^ 
per  ton. 

On  the  11th  day  of  November,  1858,  the  plaintiffs  effected  a  policy 
of  insnrance  at  Lloyd's  for  the  sum  of  45002.  on  rails  valued  thereat, 
"  warranted  free  from  particular  average^  unless  the  ship  be  stranded^ 
sunk,  or  burnt  General  average  payable  according  to  foreign  state- 
ment,^ &c.  The  defendant  subscribed  this  policy  for  the  sum  of  150Z. 
The  sum  of  4500?.  mentioned  in  the  policy  as  the  value  of  the  rails 
included  their  first  cost,  and  also  the  above-mentioned  freight,  as  well 
as  the  insurance  and  shipping  charges. 

Soon  after  The  Bombay  sailed  she  experienced  very  heavy  gales, 
had  all  her  masts  carried  away  by  tempests,  became  entirely  disabled, 
and  was  eventually  towed  into  Plymouth,  on  December  5th,  1858,  by 
Her  Majesty's  ship  Argus.  On  her  being  surveyed,  it  was  ascer- 
tained that  the  expense  of  repairing  her  would  exceed  her  value  when 
repaired,  and  thereupon  notice  of  abandonment  of  the  voyage  was 
given  to  the  shippers  by  the  shipowners,  and  she  was  shortly  after- 
wards broken  up;  the  expense  of  repairing  her  being  an  expense 
which  no  reasonable  person  would  have  incurred. 

The  iron  rails  which  the  plaintiff  had  shipped  in  The  Bombay 
were  without  delay  taken  out  of  her  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  by  them 
shipped  to  London,  and  there  shipped  by  the  plaintiffs  on  board  three 
other  vessela  At  the  time  of  that  shipment  the  rates  of  freight  had 
risen,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  compelled  to  pay  freight  at  the  rate  of 
805.  per  ton  on  the  rails  shipped  in  one  of  them,  and  of  40a.  per  ton 
on  those  shipped  in  the  other  two,  such  freights  amounting  in  the 
whole  to  *825Z.  11«.  7<t  The  three  vessels  into  which  the  r^^^ 
rails  were  shipped  arrived  in  due  course  at  Bombay,  with  the  ^ 
rails  on  board  in  safety. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whether  the  defend- 
ant, as  one  of  the  underwriters,  was  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  his 
proportion  of  that  sum  of  825t  Xla.  7rf.,  or  any  part  thereof. 

The  case  was  argued,  on  the  23d  April,  before  Crompton,  Hill,  and 
Blackburn,  Js. 

Edward  James,  for  the  plaintif&.-^The  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to 
recover,  unless  the  loss  sustained  by  them  in  being  obliged  to  pay 
ibis  extra  freight  oomes  within  the  exception  in  the  policy  ''  free  from 
particular  average."  "  Particular  average"  means  losses  arising  from 
injury  to  or  deterioration  of  the  goods  themselves ;  whereas  here  the 
plaintifis  seek  to  recover  money  paid  by  them  to  prevent  a  total  loss 
of  the  goods  by  perils  of  the  seas,  a  contingency  which  is  insured 
against  by  the  policy.  The  question  as  to  the  precise  meaning  of 
"  particular  average"  is  a  very  important  one,  on  which  no  decision 
is  to  be  found  in  this  country;  but  it  is  otherwise  in  America,  and 
the  subject  has  been  discussed,  in  works  of  authority.  In  Stevens  k 
Benecke  on  Average  (American  Edition,  1833),  p.  341,  it  is  said  ''the 
term  'particular  average'  denotes,  in  general,  every  kind  of  expense  or 
damage,  short  of  a  total  loss,  which  regards  a  particular  concern,  and 
which  is  to  be  borne  by  the  proprietor  of  that  concern  alone.  As 
between  the  assured. and  the  underwriter,  it  means  losses  of  this  descrip- 
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tion,  as  far  as  tlie  underwriter  is  liable And  although  in  the  law 

all  kinds  of  cxpe?we5,  short  of  a  total  loss,  are  recoverable  under  the  head 
*4.^1    ^^  *average:  yet  there  is  this  difference  (at  least  in  this  country) 

J  between  a  deterioration  in  value  of  the  thing  insured,  or  par- 
ticular average  in  a  stricter  sense,  and  expenses  incurred  for  the 
preservation  of  the  same  thing,  that  such  expenses  may  be  claimed, 
although  there  be  no  claim  for  particular  average,  either  because  the 
policy  was  warranted  free  from  particular  average,  or  because  the  per 
centage  was  short  of  that  for  which  the  underwriter  becomes  liable." 
In  Arnould  on  Insurance,  vol.  ii.,  p.  814,  2d  ed.,  it  is  said :  "  As  a 
general  principle,  the  underwriter  on  one  subject  of  insurance  has 
nothing  to  do  with  losses,  charges,  or  contributions  imposed  upon  it 
by  reason,  or  on  account  of,  another.  Thus  the  underwriter  on  goods 
has  nothing  to  do  "^f  xih.  freight ;  all  that  he  insures  being  the  safe  arrival 
of  the  goods :  hence,  it  is  a  well-established  principle  in  the  law  of 
marine  insurance,  that,  though  sea-damaged  goods,  if  they  arrive  in 
specie  or  in  bulk,  pay  the  same  freight  as  though  they  arrived  sound, 
the  underwriter  on  goods  cannot  be  charged  with  the  detriment  the 
merchant  thus  sustains  by  having  to  pay  the  same  freight  on  a  dimin- 
ished value,  nor  can  he  be  charged  with  any  pro  raid  freight  the  mer- 
chant may  have  to  pay  the  shipowner ;  although  it  seems  doubtful 
whether  he  may  not  be  charged,  under  certain  circumstances,  with 
the  increased  freight  which  the  merchant  is  obliged  to  pay  the  ship- 
owner in  case  of  transhipment,  when  the  freight  by  the  substituted 
exceeds  that  by  the  original  ship :"  referring  to  Shipton  v.  Thornton, 
9  A.  &  E.  336,  7  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  86).  And,  p.  872,  "  Amongst  the 
commodities  which  are  the  subject  of  marine  insurance,  it  is  obvious 
that  there  are  many  which  are  liable  to  be  deteriorated  in  a  much 
*461   6^®^^^  degree  than  others  by  the  eflFect  of  the  perils  ^insured 

^   against There  are,  also,  many  articles  of  a  perishable 

nature  with  regard  to  which  it  is  very  dif&cult  to  discover  how  far 
their,  deterioration  is  owing  to  the  direct  operation  of  the  perils  of  the 
seas,  for  which  the  underwriter  would,  primAfcuAe^  be  liable,  and  how 
far  to  that  inherent  decay  and  internal  decomposition,  for  the  efifect 
of  which,  as  we  have  already  seen,  he  is  not  responsible.  In  oider 
to  avoid  the  difl&culty  of  adjusting  the  rate  of  premium  on  such  com- 
modities to  the  risk  incurred  on  them,  and  to  escape  being  harassed 
with  claims  for  partial  losses  alleged  to  have  arisen  from  the  perils 
insured  against,  but  which  may  really  be  owing  in  great  part  to  the 
inherent  vice  of  the  commodity  itself,  the  underwriters  in  almost  all 
countries  where  the  practice  of  marine  insurance  prevails,  have  intro- 
duced clauses  into  the  policy,  by  which  they  stipulate  that  on  certain 
enumerated  articles  of  the  most  perishable  nature^  and  of  very  frequent 
import  and  export,  they  will  not  be  liable  for  any  amount  (f  sea-dam- 
age (average)  short  of  total  loss ;  upon  others  less  perishable,  that  they 
will  not  be  liable  unless  the  damage  amounts  to  a  certain  per  centage 
on  their  prime  cost,  or  value,  in  the  policy.  The  policies  of  all  mer- 
cantile states  contain  certain  stipulations,  introduced  with  this  object, 
which  vary  greatly  both  in  respect  of  the  articles  enumerated  and  the 
amount  of  per  centage  at  which  the  liability  of  the  underwriter  com- 
mences. The  stipulation  in  use  in  this  country  (which  was  first  intro- 
duced about  the  year  1749)  is  generally  called  the  common  merMTon* 
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dum,  and  the  articles  enumerated  in  it  are  called  memorandum  articles.^ 
And,  again,  p.  885,  "  A  third  rule  is  that  expenses  incurred  far  saving 
or  preserving  the  cargo  and  freight  (such  as  warehouse  rent  in  an 
^intermediate  port,  and  expenses  of  unloading  and  reloading)  r^^^ 
caniioi  he  added  to  the  damage,  in  order  to  make  it  up  to  the  required  ^ 
amount;  for,  as  Mr.  Stevens  says,  these  expenses  are  not  of  the  nature 
of  a  hss,  but  are  charges  incurred  to  preserve  and  bring  forward  the 
property:  the  clause  only  contemplates  a  loss,  and  ihat  such  loss 
should  arise  from  an  accident.    If,  however,  the  loss,  independently 
of  these  charges,  exceeds  the  limited  amount  of  per  centage,  these 
charges  themselves  must  be  paid  by  the  underwriter,  whether  they 
amount  to  3/.  per  cent,  or  not.*'    In  Li  vie  v,  Jansen,  12  East  648, 
Lord  EUenborough  says  (p.  655),  "  There  may  be  cases  in  which, 
though  a  prior  damage  be  followed  by  a  total  loss,. the  assured  mav 
nevertheless  have  rights  or  claims  in  respect  of  that  prior  loss,  whicli 
may  not  be  extinguished  by  the  subsequent  total  loss.    Actual  dis- 
bursements for  repairs  in  fact  made,  in  consequence  of  injuries  by 
perils  of  the  seas  prior  to  the  happening  of  the  total  loss,  are  of  this 
description ;  unless  indeed  they  are  more  properly  to  be  considered 
as  covered  by  that  authority  with  which  the  assured  is  generally 
invested  by  the  policy,  of  'suing,  labouring,  and  travailing,  &o.,  for, 
in,  and  about  tne  defence,  safeguard,  and  recovery  of  the  property 
insured:'  in  which  case  the  amount  of  such  disbursements  might 
more  properly  be  recovered  as  money  paid  for  the  underwriters, 
under  the  direction  and  allowance  of  this  provision  of  this  policy, 
than  as  a  substantive  average  loss  to  be  added  cumulatively  to  the 
total  loss  which  is  afterwards  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  sea 
risks."    In  Thompson  v.  The  Boyal  Exchange  Assurance  Company, 
16  East  214,  Bay  ley,  J.,  speaking  of  the  clause  in  a  policy  excepting 
underwriters  from  'particular  average,  says,  "  The  very  object   ^^^r. 
of  the  exception  is  to  free  the  underwriters  from  liability  for   ^ 
damaged  goods.    They  say  in  effect  that  they  will  be  liable  if  the 
goods  are  wholly  lost,  but  not  if  they  are  only  damaged.''     1  Marsh. 
Insurance  165,  3d  ed. :  "  If  in  the  course  of  the  voyage,  the  ship  be 
disabled,  by  stress  of  weather,  or  any  other  peril  of  the  sea,  the  cap- 
tain ought  to  hire  another  vessel  for  the  transport  of  the  goods,  and 
proceed  on  the  voyage,  if,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  his  situation, 
it  be  for  the  interest  of  all  concerned  that  he  should  do  so.    In  such 
case,  as  the  law  is  understood  in  France,  the  insurers  shall  pay  all 
average  losses  on  the  goods,  the  expense  of  salvage,  unloading,  ware* 
boosing,  and  reloading,  together  with  all  duties  that  may  have  been 
paid,  and  the  increase  of  freight,  if  any.    In  short,  they  must  bear 
every  expense  which  is  the  necessary  consequence  of  changing  the 
sbip."    In  Maude  and  Pollock  on  Merchant  Shipping  278,  2a  ed., 
note  (A),  "  Simple  or  particular  average  arises  where  any  damage  is 
done  to  the  cargo  or  vessel  by  accident  or  otherwise,  such  as  the  loss 
of  an  anchor  or  cable,  the  starting  of  a  plank,  the  turning  sour  of  a 
cargo  of  wine,  which  are  all  losses  which  rest  where  they  fall.'    This 
expression,  as  applied  to  losses  of  this  description,  has  been  said  to 
be  inaccurate ;  but  the  term  average  appears  strictly  not  to  imply  any 
more  than  a  damage,^*     [He  also  referred  to  Bosetto  v,  Gurney,  110, 
B.  176  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  73),  Duff  v.  Machenzie,  26  L,  J.  C.  P.  818. 
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Also  reported  8  C.  B.  N*  S.  16  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  91);  and  Blackburn, 
J.,  referred  to  Chapman  t>.  Benson,  6  C.  B.  830  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  57), 
affirmed  in  Dom.  Proc,  2  H.  L.  Ga.  696.  Obompton,  J. — I  have 
*4.Q1  always  understood    that,   as  applied   to  goods,   **' particular 

•^  average"  and  "partial  loss"  mean  the  same  thing;  and  I  think 
you  will  find'  it  so  stated  in  Park  on  Insurance.(o)  You  want  to 
make  out  that  there  is  a  kind  of  k)ss  of  goods  which  is  neither  total 
nor  partial.]  This  question  has  been  much  ventilated  in  America. 
In  Mumford  v.  The  Commercial  Insurance  Company,  5  Johns.  (U.  S.) 
Rep.  262,  where  goods  insured  were  captured  daring  the  voyage,  and 
the  vessel  was  released;  but  th«  goods  were  detained  for  further 
proof,  and  were  afterwards  restored  on  payment  of  the  full  freight ; 
out  the  owner  was  obliged  to  hire  another  vessel  to  carry  them  to  their 
place  of  destination ;  it  was  held  that  the  insurer  was  liable  to  pay  this 
additional  or  increased  fireight,  being  an  expense  necessarily  incurred 
in  consequence  of  the  capture.  [He  also  cited  Searle  v.  Scovell,  4 
Johns,  Ch.  Rep,  (American)  218.  Crompt03T,  J. — I  do  not  think  that 
Mumford  v.  The  Commercial  Insurance  Company  helps  you;  for 
Kent,  C.  J.,  treats  the  question  b^ote  him  as  one  of  a  loss  or  general 
average.]  At  all  eventd  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  under 
the  clause  which  authorizes  the  assured  to  sue  and  labour  for  the 
preservation  of  the  subject-matter.  In  2  Phillips  on  Insurance  464 
(3d  ed.),  §  1777,  it  is  said,  "Suppose  the  case  of  an  impending  total 
loss  of  articles  insured  f5ree  of  average,  and  expenses  incurred  to 
avert  it ;  are  these  expenses  within  the  exception,  and  to  be  borne  by 
the  assured  ?  or  are  tne  underwriters  liable  for  them,  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  incurred  to  prevent  a  total  loss  for  which  they  would 
have  been  liable  ?"  He  cites  some  authorities  in  which  this  question 
was  presented,  but  not  discussed :  and  adds,  '*  Expense  incurred  to 
♦fiOl  P^®^®^^  ^  *total  loss  of  an  article  insured  free  from  partial  loss 
J  seems  properly  to  eome  under  the  liability  to  '  sue,  labour,  and 
trkveV  at  the  expense  of  the  underwriters,  which  the  underwriters 
ought  to  be  liable  to  reimburse  on  such  articles  no  less  than  on 
others." 

fftmyman  was  proceeding  to  argue  the  case  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  when 

The  Court  said  that  they  would,  if  necessary,  hear  him  on  a  future 
day.  They  added  that  the  point  raised  was  one  of  some  novelty  in 
this  country ;  and  that,  although  they  did  not  entertain  any  doubt 
about  it,  they  deemed  it  right  to  deliver  their  opinion  in  a  formal 
jirigment.  Our.  adv,  vulL 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Blackburn,  J. — ^In  this  case  the  plaintiffs  insured  themselves  by 
the  ship  Bombay,  on  a  voyage  to  Kurrachee  or  Bombay,  by  a  policy 
in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  Lombard  Street  policy,  on  "rails  valued  at 
45002.,  warranted  free  from  particular  average;  unless  the  ship  be 
stranded,  sunk,  or  burnt."  It  is  upon  this  warranty  that  our  judg- 
atient  depends. 

It  appears,  by  the  statement  in  the  special  case,  that  the  goods 
were  smpg^ed  on  board  the  Bombay,  to  be  carried  on  the  voyage  for 
M  tfom^  inaoourately  aXM.  freight,  to  be  paid  here,  ship  lost  or  not 

^)  Bm  vol.  1,  ebap.  t L 


1  ELLIS,  BE6T  *  BMITa.    Q.  B.  60 

lost  The  ship  wag,  by  perik  af  tlie  «ea8,  disabled  and  obliged  to  put 
into  PljmoQtfa,  in  socfa  a  state  ihait  she  was  not  worth  repoiriDg; 
aad  DO  doubt,  therefore,  there  was  what  is  commonly  called  a  con- 
structive total  loss  of  the  ship;  '^but  she  was  neither  stranded,  r^g^ 
sunk,  iK^  burnt.  The  rails-^the  subject-matter  of  the  insurance  '- 
— ^were  saved,  and  were  sent  on  in  oth^  vessels  to  their  destination ; 
and,  in  order  to  forward  them  to  their  destination,  it  was  necessary 
to  pay  freight  to  the  extent  of  825^.  II5.  7d.  As  the  original  contract 
of  carriage  was  for  a  sum  to  be  paid  here,  ship  lost  or  not  lost,  the 
whole  of  this  sum  of  8252.  11«,  7d,  was  an  extra  expense  incurred  by 
the  shippers  of  the  goods,  in  consequence  of  the  sea  risk  which  had 
frastrated  the  voyage  of  the  Bombay ;  and  the  question  we  have  to 
determine  is.  whether  the  insured  can  recover  this  sum  on  a  policy 
oontaining  this  warranty. 

In  Mnmford  v.  The  Commercial  Insurance  C!ompany,  6  Johns.  Bep. 
(U.  6.)  262,  cited  1  Phill.  on  Insurance  678,  Bd  eel.,  the  insured  on  a 
policy,  in  which  there  was  no  warranty  against  particular  average, 
recovered  in  the  Courts  of  New  York  on  a  claim  similar  to  this.  No 
sach  decision  has  been  come  to  in  the  Courts  of  this  country ;  and  we 
are  not  called  upon  in  this  case  to  determine  whether,  in  the  absence 
of  such  a  warranty,  the  party  could  or  could  not  recover ;  for  we  aitj 
of  opinion  that,  if  he  coold  recover,  it  would  be  on  the  ground  that 
the  uisbarsement  for  the  extra  freight  was  part  of  the  loss  occasioned 
to  the  owner  of  these  particular  goods  by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  or,  in 
otber  words,  a  particular  average  on  these  goods;  and,  therefore, 
within  the  warranty. 

Mr.  James  contended  that  ''particular  average"  bore  a  more  re- 
stricted meaning — that  it  was  confined  to  losses  arising  from  injury 
to,  or  deterioration  of,  the  goods  themselves,  and  did  not  include 
expenses  incurred  in  relation  to  the  goods :  but  we  find  no  authority 
for  ^his.  In  Amould  on  Insurance,  p.  970  (2d  ed.),  we  find  the  i-n^o 
definition  of  a  particular  average  stated  to  be  **  loss  arising  from  ^ 
damage  accidentally  and  proximately  caused  by  the  perils  insured 
against,  or  from  extraordinary  expenditures  necessarily  incurred  for 
the  sole  benefit  of  some  particular  interest,  as  of  the  ship  alone,  or 
the  cargo  alone."  And  the  same  learned  author  says,  at  p.  875,  ''that 
an  insurance  on  goods  warranted  free  of  average  unless  general,  is 
equivalent  to  an  insurance  against  Aeir  total  loss  onh/.^^  which  indeed 
neoessarily  follows  from  the  definition  already  quot^.  Mr.  Phillips, 
in  his  Treatise  on  Insurance,  §  1422,  defines  particular  average  to  be, 
''a  loss  borne  solely  by  the  party  upon  whose  property  it  takes  place, 
and  is  so  called  in  distinction  from  a  general  average,  for  which 
different  parties  contribute."  The  same  learned  author,  in  §  1767, 
Bays  that  an  insurance  against  total  loss  only,  and  an  insurance  with 
the  exception  of  particiuar  average,  are  equivalent  ibrms. 

No  case  has  been  cited,  nor  are  we  aware  of  the  existence  of  any, 
tending  to  show  that  these  definitions  of  particular  average  are  inac- 
curate. We  think  that  we  must  put  the  same  construction  on  this 
IKiKcj  as  if  it  had  been  expressed  to  be  "  against  total  loss  and  ^neral 
average  only  ;'*  and,  if  so,  it  is  self-evident  that  the  claim  in  the  pre- 
iwitt  case  cannot  be  in  any  way  treated  as  a  total  loss,  or  a  general 
awrage. 
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It  was,  however,  further  argued  by  Mr.  James,  that  the  plaintiffi 
were  entitled  to  recover  under  the  clause  which  authorizes  the  insured 
to  sue  and  labour  for  the  preservation  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
insurance.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  an  underwriter  on  a 
*531  P^'^^^y  against  total  loss  only  is,  under  this  clause,  liable  *for 
-'  expenses  incurred  by  the  assured  for  the  purpose  of  rescuing 
the  subject-matter  of  an  insurance  .from  a  state  of  peril  which  might 
have  resulted  in  a  total  loss,  but  did  not.  There  are  reasons  both  for 
and  against  this  stated  by  Mr.  Phillips  in  his  Treatise  on  Insurance, 
§  1777 ;  and  the  question  seems  never  to  have  been  actually  decided. 
But  in  the  present  case  it  does  not  arise.  The  expenses  here  were 
incurred  for  the  purpose  of  forwarding  the  subject-matter  of  insurance 
to  its  destination,  at  a  time  when  the  iron  was  not  in  any  peril  of  total 
loss,  either  actual  or  constructive.  Had  the  insured  chosen,  instead 
of  paying  this  extra  freight,  to  sell  the  rails  in  England,  as  he  might 
have  done  if  he  pleased,  he  could  have  made  no  ckim  on  the  under- 
writers ;  for  it  would  not  have  been  a  constructive  total  loss,  accord- 
ing to  Rosetto  v.  Gurney,  11  C.  B.  176  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  73),  unless 
the  amount  of  the  extra  freight  exceeded  the  value  of  the  goods  when 
forwarded,  which  is  not  the  case  here;  and  an  actual  total  loss  is  out 
of  the  question. 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  plaintiffs  here  cannot  in  any  view  recover, 
unless  we  deprive  the  warranty  of  the  effect  which  it  was  intended  to 
have.     We  therefore  give  judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 


«^-|   *The  QUEEN,  on  the  prosecution  of  the  Churchwardens,  Over- 
-•'      seers,  Governors,  and  Directors  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
ST.  JOHN,  SOUTH WARK,  Respondents,  v.  KENDLE,  Appellant. 
April  24. 

Metropolia  Local  Management  AcU. — Fowera  of  new  veatry, — Appoinimeni  of 

Governore  and  Diredore, 

Tho  parish  of  St  Joho'i,  Southwurk,  wu,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  The  Metro- 
polis Local  Management  Act,  1855,  18  k  19  Viot.  c.  120,  governed  by  local  Acts,  26  G.  3,  e. 
cxir.,  and  5  O.  4,  c.  Izzit.  Under  these  local  Acts  the  Testry  of  the  parish  was  t^  appoint* 
annually,  a  select  Testry,  which  select  vestry  was  to  nominate,  annually,  "  Governors  and  Di- 
rectors of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,"  who  were  to  make  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  parish. 

Held,  that  the  power  to  appoint  the  governors  and  directors  was,  since  the  passing  of  stat* 
18  k  19  Viet.  o.  120,  transferred  to  the  new  vestry  directed  to  be  appointed  by  that  Act,  either 
nnder  sects.  8,  90,  of  that  Act,  or  under  sect.  3  of  the  amending  Act,  19  k  20  Vict.  c.  112. 

On  appeal  against  a  rate,  made  5th  October,  1859,  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Saint  John,  Southwark,  in  the  county  of 
Surrey,  a  case  was  stated  by  consent,  under  an  order  of  Crompton,  J., 
and  was  sutstantially  as  follows : — 

The  parish  of  St.  John  is  a  parish  which,  previous  to  the  passing 
of  The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts,  was  governed  by  certain 
local  Acts,  under  the  powers  of  which  the  above  rate  was  duly  made. 
By  one  of  these  Acts,  26  G.  8,  c.  cxiv.(a)  s.  1,  it  is  enacted  that^  at 

(a)  Local  and  personal,  public  "  For  ascertaining  and  collecting  the  poor-rates,  and  fbr 
better  governing,  regulating,  maintaining,  and  employing  the  poor  in  the  parish  of  St  Joliii; 
Southwark." 
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the  annual  meeting  to  be  held  in  Wbitsun  week  in  each  year,  the 
"choTchwardens  and  overseers,  and  vestrymen,"  or  any  eleven  or 
more  of  them,  shall  nominate  and  appoint  ten  substantial  and  discreet 
persons,  residing  in  the  said  parish,"  ''who,  together  with  the 
^churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  for  the  time  being,  r^^;^ 
shall  be  called  Qovemors  and  Directors  of  the  poor  of  the  said  ^ 
parish ;"  and  "  shall  assemble  and  meet  together"  "  from  time  to  time. 
as  often  as  occasion  shall  require ;"  and  at  such  meeting  or  meetings 
"shall,  and  they  are  hereby  required  to  make  one  or  more  general 
and  equal  pound  rate  or  rates,  assessment  or  assessments,  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  and  in  the  said  parish,  upon  all  and  every  person 
and  persons  who  do  and  shall  inhabit,  hold,  occupy,  possess,  or  enjoy 
any  land,  ground,  wharf,  house,"  "or  any  other  species  of  property" 
rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the  said  parish,  "  according  to  the 
yearly  rent  or  value  thereof." 

By  another  of  those  Acts,  5  G.  4,  c.  lxxiv.,(a)  s.  8,  it  is  enactefl 
"that  within  twenty  days  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  a  general 
meeting  of  the  vestrymen  of  the  said  parish  shall  be  convened,"  "and 
all  and  every  persons  and  person  present  at  such  meeting,  and  who 
shall  respectively  be  ratea  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish,"  "  upon  a  rental  of  seventy -five  pounds  a  year  or  upwards, 
for  premises  in  his  own  occupation,  and  shall  have  actually  paid  the 
rates  therein  charged  or  imposed,"  "shall  then  and  there  choose, 
nominate,  elect,  and  appoint  fifteen  persons  (each  of  whom  shall  be 
rated  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  sixteen  pounds  per  annum  or  up- 
wards, in  one  rental)  to  be  select  vestrymen  for  the  said  parish :  and 
the  other  inhabitants  present  at  such  vestry,  and  who  in  and  by  the 
last  poor-rate  assessment  shall  have  been  rated  upon  a  rental  not 
amounting  to  *seventy-five  pounds  a  year,  and  shall  have  actu-  r^^g 
ally  paid  the  rates  therein  charged  or  imposed,"  "  shall  in  like  *• 
manner  then  and  there  choose,  nominate,  elect,  and  appoint  fifteen 
other  persons,  each  of  whom  shall  be  rated  as  aforesaid  to  the  relief 
of  the  poor  at  not  less  than  sixteen  pounds  per  annum,  to  be  select 
vestrymen  for  the  said  parish  in  conjunction  with  the  other  fifteen 
persons  to  be  chosen,  nominated,  elected,  and  appointed  as  first  here- 
inbefore mentioned ;  and  such  thirty  persons  shall  be  and  be  called 
'select  vestrvmen,'  and  shall  constitute  the  select  vestry  of  the  said 
parish"  (with  subsequent  provisions  for  future  annual  elections  in 
Whitsun  week  and  for  going  out  of  office  by  rotation). 

By  sect.  11  of  the  last-mentioned  Act  it  is  enacted  "  that  at  the  said 
first  and  at  every  subsequent  annual  meeting  of  the  said  select  vestry- 
men to  be  held  aflier  the  passing  of  this  Act,  it  shall  be  lawful  to  and 
for  each  of  the  said  two  respective  sets  of  select  vestrymen  assembled 
at  every  such  first  and  every  subsequent  annual  meeting  to  be  hekl 
after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  to  nominate  and  appoint  five  substantial 
and  discreet  persons  residing  in  the  said  parish,"  "  which  ten  persons 
80  to  be  elected  as  aforesaid,  together  with  the  churchwardens  anid 
overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  for  the  time  being,  shall  be 
called  'Governors  and  Directors  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  ;*  and 

(«)  Local  and  penonal,  public  '<  To  amend  and  enlarge  the  powers  of  soTeral  Acts,  bo  far 
■■  Iht  tame  relate  to  the  right  of  Toting  at  Testriee  of  the  parish  of  St.  John,  South wark," 
"aad  te  estahliah  a  aeleet  Teetry  within  the  said  pariah." 
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»u€h  Oovemors  find  Directofd  shall  A&d  may  have  and  exercise  all 
the  powers  and  author ities  in  respect  to  the  making  rates  and  assess- 
ments for  the  relief  of  the  poor^  and  also  for  the  better  maintaining, 
governing,  emplojing,  and  regulating  the  poor,  and  all  other  powers 
and  authorities  given  to  or  vested  in  the  Governors  and  Directors  in 
and  by  the  said  recited  Act  oP'  26  Gr.  S,  c.  cxiv. 
^'^Tl  ^Under  the  above  Acts^  or  some  or  one  of  them.  Governors 
-I  and  Directors  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  have  always  from 
time  to  time  since  the  passing  of  those  Acts  been  elected ;  and  by 
them  the  poor-rates  of  the  said  parish  have  always  from  time  to  time 
hitherto  been  made ;  and  the  above  rate  of  dth  October,  1859,  was 
made  by  them  in  the  ordinary  and  usual  way,  and  acting  under  the 
powers  and  provisions  of  the  said  Acts,  so  far  as  by  law  they  could 
do ;  and  the  said  rate,  subject  to  the  (question  raised,  is  in  all  respects 
a  valid  rate. 

After  the  passinr  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts,  18  & 
19  Vict.  c.  120,  ana  19  k  20  Vict.  c.  112,  and  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
sions thereof,  and  before  the  making  of  the  rate  now  appealed  against, 
a  vestry  was  duly  elected  for  the  parish. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  is,  whether  the  rate  is 
valid,  having  been  made  by  the  Governors  and  Directors  under  the 
provisions  of  stats.  26  G.  8,  c.  cxiv.  and  5  G.  4:,  c.  Ixxiv. ;  or  whether 
their  power  to  make  such  rates  was  taken  away  by  the  Metropolis 
Local  Management  Acts,  18  k  19  Vict.  c.  120,  and  "19  k  20  Vict.  c. 
112,  or  either  of  them. 

It  was  agreed  that  if  the  rate  had  been  made  before  the  passing  of 
the  said  Metropolis  Local  Management  Acts,  it  would  have  been  a 
valid  rate. 

If  the  Court  ^should  be  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  valid  rate,  judgment 
to  be  entered  for  the  respondents;  but  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  said  rate  is  invalid,  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  appellant. 

B.  C,  Robinson,  for  the  respondents. — ^The  rate  is  good.  The  Gov- 
*581  ^''^^^^  ^^^  Directors,  by  whom  it  was  *made,  were  appointed 
^  by  the  select  vestry  chosen  under  the  local  Acts.  That  is  a  ves- 
try of  which  the  powers  are  not  transferred,  as  the  appellants  will 
contend  they  are,  to  the  new  vestry  appointed  under  the  Metropolis 
Local  Management  Act,  1855.  (The  Court  then  called  on  the  other 
side.) 

Knapp,  for  the  appellants. — ^The  rate  is  bad,  having  been  made  by 
a  body  which  has  now  no  jurisdiction.  Sec.  8  of  stat  18  &  19  Vict, 
c.  120,  enacts  that  the  new  vestry  chosen  as  provided  by  the  Act» 
"  shall  forthwith  be  deemed  to  constitute  the  vestry  of  such  parish, 
and  shall  supersede  any  existing  vestry  therein,  and  exercise  the 
powers  and  privileges  held  by  such  existing  vestry,"  save  as  provided 
by  the  Act.  Such  new  vestry  therefore  ou^ht  to  have  appointed  the 
Governors  and  Directors.  In  Yaughan  v.  Imray,  1  £.  &  E.  683  (E. 
C.  L.  R.  vol.  103),  the  effect  of  stat  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  in  transferring 
to  the  new  vestry  the  powers  and  duties  of  old  vestries  under  local 
Acts,  was  fully  discussed.  [Crom pton,  J. — There  it  was  held  that 
the  old  vestries  had  no  longer  power  to  make  rates,  their  functions  in 
that  respect  being  transferred  to  the  new  vestry.  The  question  here 
is.  whetheri  although  the  power  of  rating  be  transferred  to  the  new 
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jeairj,  tbe  sdeot  vestry  still  retain  their  power  to  appoint  the  Gov- 
eroors  aad  Directors.]  The  old  select  vestry  are,  under  the  local  Aeta 
to  be  elected  annually  by  and  out  of  the  general  vestry :  it  is  clear, 
therefore^  that  the  power  in  question  is  one  of  those  "  powers  and 
privileges"  which  are  now  transferred  to  the  new  vestry  by  stat.  18  k 
19  Vict,  a  120,  s.  8.  Even  if,  as  may  perhaps  be  contended  on  the 
other  side,  such  powers  and  privileges  do  not  include  *the  power  p^-Q 
of  making  poor-rates;  that  power  is  expressly  transferred  to  ^  ^ 
the  new  vestry  by  sec  S  of  the  amending  Act,  19  &  20  Vict  c.  112, 
which  enacts  that  '*  all  the  duties,  powers^  and  privileges  (including 
such  as  relate  to  the  afiUirs  of  the  church,  or  the  management  or 
relief  of  the  poor,  or  the  administration  of  any  money  or  other  pro- 
perty applicable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor)  which  might  have  been 
performed  or  exercised  by  any  open  or  elec^ted  or  other  vestry  or  any 
such  meeting  as  aforesaid  in  any  parish,  onder  any  local  Act  or  other- 
wise, at  the  time  of  the  passing  of"  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  **  shall 
he  deemed  to  have  become  transferred  to  and  vested  in  the  vestry 
constituted  by  such  last-mentioned  Act."  It  is  true  that  the  proviso 
which  follows  provides  *'  that  all  duties  and  powers  relating  to  the 
affairs  of  the  church,  or  the  management  or  relief  of  the  poor,  or  the 
administration  of  any  money  or  other  property  applicable  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor,  which  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  said  Act 
were  vested  in  or  might  be  exercised  by  any  guardians,  governors, 
trustees,  or  commissioners,  or  any  body  other  Uian  any  open  or  elected 
or  other  vestry,"  &c.,  "  shall  continue  vested  in  and  be  exercised  by 
such  guardians,  governors,  trustees,  or  commissioners,"  &a  But  the 
powers  in  question  were  exercised  by  the  vestry,  and  not  by  any  other 
body ;  and  are  therefore  not  within  the  proviso.  [Cbomfton,  J.-^ 
That  seems  to  be  so.  The  argument,  therefore,  for  the  appellants,  is, 
that  if  this  power  to  appoint  Governors  and  Directors  is  a  matter 
relating  to  the  management  or  relief  of  the  poor,  or  the  administra- 
tion of  money  applicable  to  such  relief,  it  is  transferred  to  the  new 
vestry,  under  sect.  3  of  the  amending  Act :  and  that,  if  it  be  not  such 
a  matter,  it  is  ♦transferred  from  the  old  vestry  to  the  new,  p^«/* 
under  sects.  8,  90,  of  the  first  Act]  That  is  the  dUemma  in  ^  ^" 
which  the  respondents  are  placed. 

JB.  C.  JRobinson^  in  reply. — The  election  of  the  Governors  and  Di- 
rectors is  a  matter  which  falls  within  the  proviso  of  sect  3  of  the 
amending  Act.  [Crompton,  J. — How  can  you  show  that  the  power 
of  electing  them  was  ever  vested  in  "any  guardians,  governors,"  &c., 
"or  any  body  other  than  any  open  or  elected  or  other  vestry  ?"]  It 
is  elear  that  the  power  to  make  rates,  which  was  a  power  **  relating 
to  the  management  or  relief  of  the  poor,"  was  vested  by  the  local 
Acts  (which  are  still  unrepealed),  in  the  Governors,  at  the  time  of  the 
passing  of  The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  1855.  And  the 
proviso  directs  that  in  such  cases  the  powers  shall  remain  in  and  be 
exercised  by  "such"  "Governors:"  that  is,  by  Governors  elected  in 
the  same  manner  as  under  the  local  Acts.  [Buickbukk,  J. — I  think 
that  construction  cannot  be  supported.  Cjeiomptok,  J. — And,  even  if 
the  power  to  make  these  rates  were  not  a  power  relating  to  the 
management  or  relief  of  the  poor,  it  would  still  have  been  transferred 
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to  the  new  vestry  under  the  first  Act.    I  think  that  the  dilemma 
which  has  been  already  suggested  is  unanswerable.] 
Pbb  Curiam.— (Obompton,  Hill,  and  Blackburn,  Js.] 

Judgment  for  the  appellants. 


*^.T  ♦The  QUEEN  v.  The  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of  the  CAM- 
^^J  BRIDGE  Union.    April  24. 

Lunatic  Asylums  Act,  16  dh  17  Vict.  c.  97. — Power  of  Sessions  to  adjourn  a  part  heard 

appeal, 

1.  The  general  power  of  a  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  to  adjourn  to  the  next  Sessions  the 
hearing  of  an  appeal,  where  the  partionlar  Aot  giving  the  appeal  does  not  limit  the  hearing  and 
determination  of  it  to  one  Sessions  onlj,  extends  to  oases  where  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  haa 
tommenced  and  the  evidence  is  partlj  before  the  Court.  The  Sessions  have  power,  in  such  a 
ease,  to  adjourn  the  farther  hearing  to  the  next  Sessions,  for  the  purpose  of  additional  OTidenoe 
being  procured :  or  for  anj  cause  which,  in  their  discretion,  maj  render  the  a(y oummeni 
expedient. 

2.  Sessions  may  exercise  this  power  of  adjournment  in  appeals  under  The  Lunatic  Asylums 
Act,  16  A  17  Vict.  c.  97;  the  Act  not  limiting  the  hearing  and  determination  to  the  Sessiona 
for  which  the  appeal  is  entered,  or  at  which  it  is  first  gone  into. 

On  an  appeal  a^inst  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  borough  of 
Birmingham,  dated  14th  May,  1860,  under  The  Lunatic  Asylums  Act, 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97,  adjudging  the  parish  of  St.  Edward.  Cambridge, 
to  be  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  William  Ind  Hailstone, 
a  pauper  lunatic  confined  in  the  lunatic  asylum  of  the  borough  of 
Birmingham,  and  ordering  the  payment  by  the  guardians  of  the  poor 
of  the  Cambridge  Union  of  the  sums  incurred  or  to  be  incurred  for 
the  maintenance  of  the  pauper,  and  which  appeal  came  on  to  be  heard 
at  Warwick,  at  the  Midsummer  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace  for  the 
county  of  Warwick,  held  on  4th  July,  1860 ;  the  Court  adjourned  the 
further  hearing  of  the  appeal  to  the  then  next  Quarter  Sessions  of 
the  peace,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on 
the  following  case. 

*621  ^^^  settlement  relied  upon  by  the  respondents  at  '^the  trial 
^  of  the  appeal  was  a  settlement  by  apprenticeship :  and,  in  sup- 
port of  this  settlement,  and  in  order  to  enable  them  to  give  secondary 
evidence  of  the  indenture  of  apprenticeship  of  the  pauper,  the  respond- 
ents called  evidence  to  prove  a  proper  search  for  the  indenture,  and 
the  loss  of  the  same.  The  Sessions,  on  hearing  this  evidence,  and 
on  the  objection  of  the  appellants,  held  that  a  sufficient  search  for  the 
missing  indenture  had  not  been  made  by  the  respondents,  and  refused 
to  admit  secondary  evidence  of  the  same. 

The  respondents  then  applied  to  the  Sessions  to  adjourn  the  further 
hearing  of  the  appeal  to  tne  then  next  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace, 
in  order  to  enable  them  to  make  further  search  for  the  said  missing 
indenture. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellants  it  was  objected  that  stat.  16  &  17  Yict 
c.  97,  limited  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Sessions  over  the  appeal  to  the 
particular  Sessions  at  which  the  same  was  then  being  tried,  and  the 
Sessions  had  no  power  to  adjourn  the  further  hearing  of  the  appeal, 
as  contended  for  by  the  respondents ;  and  that  no  subi^uent  Sessions 
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bad  power  over  the  appeal,  and  that  the  order  of  14th  May,  1860, 
ought  to  be  quashed,  there  being  no  evidence  before  the  Sessions  to 
support  the  same. 

The  Sessions  held  that  thej  had  jurisdiction  to  adjourn  the  further 
hearing  of  the  appeal  to  the  then  next  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace ; 
and  they  made  an  order  adjourning  the  same  accordingly,  on  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  day  by  the  respondents  to  the  appellants,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  this  point.  And  at 
the  then  next  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  peace,  held  at  Warwick  on  16th 
October,  1860,  *the  Court,  on  application  of  the  respondents,  r^^n 
and  for  the  purposes  of,  and  without  prejudice  to,  this  case,  '- 
farther  adjourned  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  to  the  then  next  Quarter 
Sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county. 

If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  was  incorrect  on  this  point,  and  that  they  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  adjourn  the  further  hearing  of  the  appeal,  then  th^ 
orders  of  Sessions  adjourning  the  further  hearing  of  the  appeal,  and 
the  order  of  14th  May,  1860,  to  be  quashed. 

MacauJay  and  E,  Chandos  Leigh,  for  the  respondents. — The  adjourn- 
ment was  valid.  Sessions  have  a  general  power  to  adjourn  the  hear- 
ing of  an  appeal.  [Cbompton,  J. — Have  they  the  power,  in  every 
case,  to  adjourn  an  appeal  which  has  been  entered  upon  and  partly 
heard  7]  That  point  was  not  raised :  the  only  question  was,  whether 
the  particular  statute,  16  &  17  Yict.  c.  97,  takes  away  the  power  of 
adjournment  in  appeals  against  orders  of  settlement  and  maintenance 
under  that  Act.  Sect.  108  enacts  that  the  **  Sessions,  upon  hearing 
said  appeal,  shall  have  full  power  finally  to  determine  the  matter.'' 
But  that  is  not  inconsistent  with  their  power  to  adjourn  before  finally 
determining.  They  would  certainly  have  power  to  adjourn  after 
hearing,  and  before  giving  judgment :  and  there  is  no  reason  why 
they  should  not  adjourn  at  an  earlier  stage,  in  order  to  allow 
fresh  evidence  to  be  brought  forward.  [Crompton,  J. — In  the 
latter  case,  would  the  appeal  have  to  be  heard  again  de  novo,  or 
Tcsumed  at  the  point  at  which  it  was  adjourned  ?  I  think  it  can 
hardly  be  said  that  the  Sessions  have  not  the  power  of  adjourn- 
ment ^contended  for;  though  it  wotdd  not  be  a  safe  practice  to  r^oA 
exercise  it.  Blackburn,  J. — Here  the  appellants  did  not  con-  ^ 
sent  to  the  adjournment]  Their  consent  was  not  essential.  In  Bex  v. 
The  Justices  of  Wilts,  IS  East  852,  where,  by  a  local  enclosure  Act, 
it  was  enacted  that,  in  case  of  an  appeal  to  the  Sessions,  ''  the  justices 
at  the  said  General  Quarter  Sessions  are"  ''required  to  hear  and 
determine"  such  appeal,  it  was  held  that  the  Sessions  had  power  to 
adjourn  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  upon  good  cause  appearing  to 
them  for  such  adjournment.  Lord  EUenborough,  C.  J.,  there  says, 
"  I  hold,  without  any  doubt,  that  the  Court  who  are  to  try  the  appeal 
have  an  incidental  authority  to  adjourn  it,  when  once  properly  lodged, 
if  it  be  necessary  for  the  advancement  or  convenience  of  justice ;  and 
that  the  Sessions  are  to  judge  of  the  proper  occasion  of  doing  so." 
In  Rex  v.  Kimbolton,  6  A.  &  E.  603  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  88),  which  was 
^  appeal  under  stat.  4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  76,  the  Court  held  that  the  Ses- 
sioiiB  had  an  incidental  power  to  adjourn,  and  Coleridge,  J.,  said: 
*' Every  Court  of  justice  has  an  incidental  power  of  adjourning,  unless 


«4  BEGINA  V.  CAMBRIDGE  UNION.    E.  T.  1861. 

wliere  they  are  bound  by  the  positive  wards  of  a  statute."  In  Begina  v 
Belton,  11  Q.  B.  379  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  68).  it  was  held  that  the  Session* 
could  not  adjourn  an  appeal  under  the  Victuallers'  Licensing  Act^  9 
Q.  4,  c.  61,  against  the  refusal  of  a  license,  for  the  purpose  of  award- 
ing costs  there  after  a  taxation  in  the  interval.  And  in  Bowman  v. 
Blyth,  7  E.  &  B.  26  (E.  C.  L.  Bw  vol.  90),  it  was  held  that  the  Sessions 
oould  not  adjourn  the  consideration  of  a  table  of  fees  to  be  taken  by 
the  clerks  of  justices,  made  and  submitted  to  the  Sessions  under  atat. 

♦651  ^^  ^'  ^'  ^'  ^^*  ^^*'  ^  ^^^  ^^  *those  cases,  the  Court,  in  givin*; 
^  judgment,  distinctly  skated  that  their  decision  was  based  upon 
the  language  of  the  particular  statute  creating  the  appeal,  and  was 
not  to  be  considered  as  questioning  the  general  power  of  Sessions  to 
adjourn.  [Crompton,  J. — In  Regina  v.  Kendal,  1  E.  &  E.  492,  I  am 
reported  to  have  said,  ''If  the  case  had  really  been  entered  upon^  it 
could  not  have  been  adjourned,  any  more  thail  a  cause  at  Nisi  Prius. 
on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  a  material  witness.'*  I  ought  rather 
to  have  said  that  it  could  not  be  adjourned  except  for  strong  and 
peculiar  reasons.]  Those  reasons  are  for  the  Sessions:  Ex  parte 
Becke,  8  B.  &  Ad.  704  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  23).  In  Keen  v.  The  Queen. 
10  Q.  B.  928  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  59),  it  was  contended  that  the  Sessions 
had  no  power  to  respite  a  judgment  from  one  Sessions  to  another, 
without  adjourning  the  Sessions,  inasmuch  as,  otherwise,  the  Sessions 
which  gave  the  judgment  would  not  be^  technically,  the  same  Sessions 
as  that  before  which  the  case  was  heard.  But  the  Court  held  that 
that  was  not  so,  inasmuch  as  the  Sessions  were  held  under  one  con- 
tinuing commission.  Lord  Denman«  C.  J.,  said^  '^It  is  assumed  that  a 
subsequent  Session  is  a  different  Court  from  a  former  Session.  But 
it  is  clearly  tlie  same  Court.  The  whole  body  of  justices  constitute 
the  Court.  Such  a  Court"  ''possesses,  as  incident  to  its  jurisdiction, 
the  power  of  adjournment" 

Mtiddleston  and  Isaac  Spooner,  for  the  appellants. — There  is  no 
authority  for  the  position  that  the  Sessions  can  adjourn  the  further 
hearing  of  an  appeal,  after  it  has  been  once  commenced  and  partly 
♦661  ^®^''^'  Such  *power  can  exist  only  by  statute:  and,  not  only 
^  is  there  no  statute  giving  such  power  to  adjourn,  but,  as  regards 
this  particular  case,  the  statute  under  which  the  appeal  was  made 
distinctly  excludes  such  power.  [Cbompton,  J. — Would  not  an 
adjournment  of  this  kind  be  rather  in  the  nature  of  a  respite  under 
the  old  Acts  ? J  The  power  to  respite,  in  the  same  way,  exists  only 
by  statute,  9  G,  1,  c.  7,  s.  8.  And  here  the  statute  excludes  such 
power.  Here,  moreover,  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  had  already  com- 
menced. In  Bac.  Abr.,  vol.  2,  p.  477  (7th  ed.),  it  is  laid  down  that, 
**  when  the  justices  are  once  legally  convened,  they  cannot  adjourn 
any  matter  depending  before  them,  without  expressly  adjourning  the 
Sessions  also ;"  citing  Bex  v.  Reading,  Ca.  temp.  Hard.  79.  [Black- 
BUKN,  J. — That  case  seems  an  authority  that  the  Court  has  the  power 
to  adjourn.]  It  does  not  distinctly  appear  that  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal  had  commenced.  The  observations  of  the  Court  in  Rex  v. 
The  Justices  of  Wilts,  13  East  852,  and  Rex  v.  Kimbolton,  6  A.  &  E. 
603  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  S3),  cited  for  the  respondents,  and  the  decision 
in  Regina  v.  The  Justices  of  Warwickshire,  28  L.  J.  M.  C.  249,  apply 
only  to  the  case  of  an  appeal  duly  lodged,  but  not  yet  entered  upon* 
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Ifi  tbe  same  way,  a  Court  sitting  at  Nisi  Prius  could  not,  before  the 
parsing  of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Vict,  c, 
125,  8.  19,  haye  adjourned  a  part  heard  cause :  its  only  power  of 
adjournment  was  under  stat.  1  Ed.  6,  c.  7,  referred  to  in  Hale's  His- 
tory of  the  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  vol.  ii.  c.  4.    [Crompton,  J.— That 
was  a  power  only  to  adjourn  the  writ  of  assize,  a  writ  of  a  very  pecu- 
liar nature.    Before  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  a  Judge 
at  Nbi  Priufl  could  ♦not  have  adjourned  a  part  heard  cause,  be-   r^^g,* 
cause,  in  &ct,  that  would  be,  not  an  adjournment,  but  a  new   '- 
process  under  a  new  commission ;  and  there  would  be  a  new  Judge 
and  a  new  jury.]     Here,  also,  as  the  Sessions  are  Judges  both  of  fact 
and  law,  there  might  also  be  a  new  Judge  and  a  new  jury.     Farther, 
as  has  already  been  said,  the  Act  under  which  this  appeal  is  made 
excludes  all  power  to  adjourn  under  these  circumstances.    Sect.  108 
provides  that  ''such  Sessions,  upon  hearing  the  said  appeal,  shall 
nave  full  power  finally  to  determine  the  matter."     ''Such  Sessions" 
must  refer  to  the  Sessions  mentioned  in  the  earlier  part  of  the  section, 
that  is,  "the  next  General  Quarter  Sessions."    Ana  the  words  "upon 
hearing  the  said  appeal"  clearly  point  to  a  decision  and  a  hearing  at 
one  and  the  same  Sessions.    Moreover,  sect.  128,  which  expressly 
gives  the  Sessions  power  to  adjourn  an  appeal  against  orders  "other 
than  orders  adjudicating  as  to  the  settlement  of  any  lunatic  pauper," 
or  his  maintenance,  deprives  the  Sessions,  by  implication,  of  power 
to  adjourn  appeals  against  such  last-mentioned  orders.    Begina  i. 
Belton,  11  Q.  B.  879  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  6S),  and  Bowman  v.  BIyth.  7 
E.  k  B.  26  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  90),  are  authorities  in  fiivour  of  the 
appellants.     The  language  of  the  particular  statute  in  each  case  was 
very  similar  to  that  of  stat.  16  k  17  Vict.  c.  97.     [Cbompton,  J.— In 
Bex  V.  Hedingham  Sible,  Burr.  Sett.  Ca.  112,  it  was  held  that,  if  the 
Sessions  refer  a  case  conditionally  to  the  next  Judge  of  assize,  they 
must  continue  the  appeal  by  adjournment  to  a  future  Sessions.] 
There,  also,  the  report  does  not  ^tate  clearly  at  what  stage  the  appeal 
was  adjourned,  or  whether  it  was  considered,  by  the  Court,  that  any 
suijoumment  would  have  been  good  if  *the  hearing  had  once   r^^go 
commenced*    And  here  the  general  power  to  adjourn,  even  if  it   •- 
exist  ander  those  circumstances,  is  taken  away  by  the  particular 
statute. 

Cbomptok,  J.(a) — I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  whole,  that  the  Ses- 
sions had  jurisdiction  to  adjourn  the  hearing  of  this  appeal.  The 
jurisdiction  is  one  which  should  be  exercised  with  very  great  caution, 
and  only  when  the  interests  of  justice  positively  require  it ;  but  I 
think  the  jurisdiction  exists.  In  Begina  v.  Kenoal,  1  E.  &  E.  492,  I 
seem  to  have  somewhat  hastily  assumed  that,  if  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal  had  once  been  entered  upon,  the  case  could  not  be  adjourned. 
I  ought  rather  to  have  said  that  it  ought  not  to  be  adjourned,  except 
under  very  peculiar  circumstances.  Then,  the  Sessions  having  this 
general  power  of  adjournment,  I  do  not  see  anything  in  the  present 
ease  to  distinguish  it  from  the  ordinary  class  of  appeals  at  Sessions,  in 
which  it  has  been  held,  as  in  Begina  v.  The  Justices  of  Warwickshire, 
28  L.  J.  M.  C.  249,  that  that  power  may  be  exercised.  Begina  v. 
Belton,  11  Q.  B.  879  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  68),  and  Bowman  v.  Blyth,  7 

(a)  Coekbnni,  0.  J.,  wm  abttnt. 
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E.  &  B.  26  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  90),  are  distinguishable ;  because  the  words 
of  the  particular  statute,  in  each  of  those  cases,  clearly  limited  the 
power  of  hearing  and  adjudication  to  the  one  particular  Sessions  at 
which  the  matter  was  to  come  on  for  hearing.  It  is  contended  by 
the  appellants  that  a  similar  limit  is  imposed  by  the  statute  in  this 
case :  oxxi  I  see  nothing  in  its  language  to  support  such  a  contention. 
As  regards  the  mode  of  adjournment,  I  should  say  that  the  whDle 
appeal  ought  to  be  reheard  at  the  Session  to  which  it  is  adjourned. 
^i/,Q^  The  authorities,  *however,  are  strong  to  show  that  that  is  not  a 
-'  necessary  condition  of  the  adjournment :  but  that,  in  some  cases, 
even  when  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  has  commenced,  the  final  deter- 
mination of  it  may  be  adjourned,  by  entering  continuances  to  the 
next  Sessions.  It  has  been  held  that  this  may  be  done  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  the  opinion  of  a  Judge  of  assize.  Why  should  it 
not  be  done  in  other  cases,  when  the  interests  of  justice  make  it  advi- 
sable? In  Bex  V,  Hedingham  Sible,  Burr.  Sett.  Ca.  112,  where  an 
order,  founded  upon  the  decision  of  a  Judge  of  assize  to  whom  the 
case  was  referred,  was  held  bad,  because  there  had  been  no  adjourn- 
ment by  continuance,  it  does  not  appear,  from  the  report,  that  any 
opinion  was  expressed  against  the  validity  of  an  adjournment,  by 
continuance,  of  an  appeal  which  had  been  only  partly  heard ;  and  the 
expression  that  "  the  Sessions  could  not  take  the  matter  up  again," 
looks  as  if  the  case  had  been  partly  entered  upon  before  it  was  refer- 
red. In  Begina  v.  Beading,  Ca.  temp.  Hara.  79,  cited  in  Bacon's 
Abridgment,  it  seems,  especially  from  the  judgment  of  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  as  if  the  case  had  been  half-heard  before  it  was  adjourned  for 
the  opinion  of  the  judges.  The  present  case  has  been  very  ingeni- 
ously argued,  and  I  have  not  been  without  doubt  during  the  discus- 
sion :  but,  upon  the  whole,  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing  to 
show  tliat  the  Sessions  have  not  jurisdiction,  either  to  respite  an 
appeal  of  this  nature,  or,  if  it  has  been  partly  heard,  to  enter  continu- 
ances, and  adjourn  it  to  the  next  Sessions.  I  think  that  such  power 
is  included  in  their  general  jurisdiction;  but  it  is  a  power  which 
should  be  exercised  most  sparingly  and  cautiously.  My  brother 
ni^QI  Hill  (a)  desires  me  to  say  *that,  as  far  as  he  is  enabled  to  judge 
-I  from  what  he  heard  of  the  argument,  his  opinion  agrees  with 
mine. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  the  effect  of 
the  particular  statute,  I  think  it  leaves  the  Sessions  the  same  power 
of  adjournment  as  that  which  they  have  generally  in  cases  of  appeal, 
and  which  is  laid  down  by  Lord  Ellenborough,  C.  J.,  in  Bex  v.  The 
Justices  of  Wilts,  13  East  858.  It  is  possible  that  he  did  not,  at  the 
time,  contemplate  the  case  of  a  part-heard  appeal :  and  the  question 
is,  does  the  fact  of  the  appeal  having  been  partly  heard  create  an  ex- 
ception to  the  general  rule  ?  There  is  no  doubt  that  considerable 
inconvenience  may  arise  from  an  adjournment  in  such  a  case ;  and,  at 
all  events,  the  Sessions  are  bound  to  exercise  great  caution  in  so 
adjourning:  but  I  cannot  find  anything  to  show  that  this  power  of 
adjournment  is  limited  to  cases  where  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  has 
not  commenced.  Whether  the  circumstances  of  this  particular  case 
warranted  the  Sessions  in  adjourning  I  do  not  take  upon  myself 

(a)  Hill,  J.,  had  left  the  Court  dniiog  the  ■rgnm^nt 
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to  say,  as  we  have  not  sufficient  materials  for  a  decision  before  us. 
But  it  is  clear  that  there  may  be  instances  in  which  an  adjournment 
under  such  circumstances  would  be  expedient :  and  both  Rex  v.  Hed- 
ingham  Sible,  Burr.  Sett.  Ca.  112,  and  Bex  v,  Reading,  Ca.  temp. 
Hard.  79,  seem  to  have  been  cases  in  which  the  justices  adjourned 
after  having  partially  heard  the  evidence.  Lord  Hardwicke  says,  in 
the  latter  case,  "Where  an  appeal  is  lodged  in  the  Sessions,  it  is 
necessary  that  they  make  a  direct  and  final  judgment,  and  they  can- 
not refer  it  to  the  Judges  of  assize  for  their  judgment:  Salk.  480;" 
"  but  then  it  cannot  be  doubted  but  *that  they  may  continue  r^,^^ 
over  the  determination  on  the  appeal  by  a  proper  adjournment,  '- 
either  to  take  the  advice  of  the  judges,  or  for  any  other  reason."  If 
I  understand  this  passage  rightly.  Lord  Hardwicke  means  that  the 
justices  have  power  to  adjourn  the  hearing,  even  if  commenced,  for 
any  reason  which  may  seem  good  to  them.  I  think,  therefore,  that 
the  respondents  are  entitled  to  our  judgment :  but  I  hope  it  will  be 
understood  that  the  great  inconvenience  which  would  attend,  in  many 
cases,  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  adjournment,  should  cause  it  to 
he  exercised  sparingly.  Judgment  for  the  respondents. 


THE  QUEEN  v.  The  Governor  and  Committee  of  The  LICENSED 

VICTUALLERS'  SOCIETY.    April  24. 

BaUeabUUy  of  School-funue, — Beneficial  oeeupatum. — ChariktbU  purposes. 

Th«  $oei»t7  of  Lloenied  Vietasllert  founded  for  the  pnipoae  of  relioTing  dutreued  memben 
liom  its  fundi,  wm  ineorporatod  bj  Royal  charter.  The  Society  maintained  a  school  for  the 
education,  free  of  charge,  of  the  children  of  decayed  or  deceased  licensed  rictnallers ;  and  pos- 
aened  a  scbool-honae  and  other  premises,  nsed  for  that  purpose.  The  charter  provided  that 
the  management  of  the  Society  should  be  intrusted  to  a  GoTemor  and  Committee :  and  that  the 
members  of  the  Society  should  meet  quarterly,  and  should  haye  power,  at  such  meetings,  to 
make  by-laws.  One  of  these  by-laws,  so  made,  provided  that  these  quarterly  meetings  should 
be  held  on  the  premisM  of  the  Society's  school,  or  at  such  other  place  as  the  Governor  and 
Committee  might  appoint    These  meetings  were  accordingly  held  on  the  premises. 

On  appeal  by  the  Society  against  a  poor-rate,  a  general  rate  for  defraying  the  expenses  of 
The  Metropolis  Loeal  Management  Act,  and  a  sewers-rate  for  deflraying  the  expenses  of  the 
main  drainage^  assessed  upon  them  in  respect  of  the  premises  in  question : 

Held,  that  the  Society  had  a  beneficial  occupation  of  the  premises,  and  were  rateable  in 
respect  of  them. 

This  was  a  ease  stated  under  stat  12  k  13  Yiet.  c.  45,  s.  11 :  and 
was  substantially  as  follows. 

The  Governor  and  Committee  of  The  Licensed  Victuallers'  Society 
had  been  assessed  to  the  rate  for  the  relief  *of  the  poor  for  the  r^j^o 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  Lambeth,  made  on  17th  January,  1860,  in  '- 
respect  of  the  premises  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  described  in  the 
rate  as  a  school-room,  house,  ground,  and  buildings,  situate  in  Ken- 
nington  Lane,  in  the  said  parish,  and  known  as  ''  The  Licensed  Victual- 
lers*  School." 

The  Governor  and  Committee  had  also  been  assessed  to  the  general 
rate  for  defraying  expenses  of  highways  and  other  expenses  of  exe- 
cuting The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  (excepting  lighting  and 
sewers)  made  on  the  same  day  in  respect  of  the  same  premises. 

The  Governor  and  Coiomittejd  had  alao  been  assessea  to  the  sewers- 
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rate,  made  on  the  Ist  November,  1850,  for  -defraying  the  expenses  of 
the  main  drainage,  at  Sd,  in  the  pound  on  houses  and  buildings,  and 
three  farthings  in  the  pound  on  land,  in  respect  of  the  same  premises. 

The  Society  of  Licensed  Victuallers  is  incorporated  by  Royal  Char- 
ter, dated  3d  May,  1886,  by  the  name  and  style  of  "  The  Society  of 
Licensed  Victuallers."  The  charter  {a  oojyy  of  which  accompanied 
and  formed  part  of  the  case)  recited,  amongst  other  things,  that  *'The 
Friendly  Society  of  Licensed  Victuallers"  had  been  formed  in  1793, 
and  that,  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  permanent  fund  for  the  relief  ^ 
of  the  sick,  infirm,  and  distressed  brethren,  a  <3apital  was  subscribed, 
and  the  publication  of  a  daily  morning  newspaper  commenced,  on 
8th  February,  1794,  called  The  Morning  Advertiser,  the  profits 
arising  from  which  had  been  and  still  were  applied  to  the  purposes 
of  the  said  Society ;  and  that  a  school  was  established  in  Kenntngton 
Lane,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  for  educating  the  children  of  distressed, 
decayed,  and  deceased  licensed  victuallers.  The  charter,  after  incor- 
porating the  said  Society  by  the  name  of  "The  Society  of  Licensed 
*7^1  *Victuallers,"  declared  that  the  male  members  should  meet  not 
-'  less  than  four  times  a  year  for  the  purposes  of  the  Society,  and 
at  such  meetings  might  make  by-laws  for  carrying  out  the  objects  of 
the  Society.  The  charter  also  provided  that  the  executive  business 
of  the  Society  should  be  vested  in  "  the  Committee  of  Management," 
consisting  of  twenty -three  persons  elected  by  and  among  the  mem- 
bers, one  of  which  twenty -three  was  to  be  x^ued  **  the  Governor"  of 
the  Society. 

The  newspaper  mentioned  in  the  charter  has  continued  to  be  pub* 
lished  ever  since  the  date  of  the  charter. 

By-laws  have  been  made  from  time  to  time  in  the  manner  provided 
in  the  charter.  By  one  of  the  by-laws  it  was  provided  that,  out  of 
the  profits  of  the  newspaper,  certain  annual  amounts  should  be  appro* 
priated  to  various  charitable  ''  funds"  of  the  Society :  and  that  any 
balance  remaining  should  be  divided  among  the  members  entitled  to 
participate.  By  another  by-law  it  was  provided  that  the  four  quar- 
terly meetings  of  the  Society  should  be  held  "in  the  premises  of  the 
said  Society's  school,  or  at  such  other  place  as  Ihe  saia  Governor  aad 
Committee  of  management"  "  may  appoint." 

The  premises  rated  are  the  freehold  property  of  The  Society  of 
Licensed  Victuallers,  and  are  used  for  the  purposes  of  a  school  for  the 
benefit  of  the  children  of  licensed  victuallers,  and  for  the  other  pur- 
poses mentioned  in  the  by-laws  in  respect  of  the  user  of  the  school 
as  hereinafter  mentioned.  The  children  are  maintained,  clothed,  and 
educated  therein  free  of  charge. 

The  school-house  contains  suitable  apartments  for  the  masters  and 
mistresses,  children,  and  servants  of  the  institution,  and  also  a  large 
*741  ^^^^  ^^  which  the  quarterly  *and  other  meetings  of  the  Society, 
^  upon  the  general  business  of  the  Society,  are  held. 

The  newspaper  in  the  charter  and  by-laws  mentioned,  and  the 
«(jiool,  are  managed  by  the  Governor,  Committee,  trustees,  auditors^ 
and  other  officers  of  the  said  Society.  The  profits  arising  from  tht 
oewspaper  are  applied  as  provided  for  in  the  by-laws. 

T}»  Governor  aad  Committee  contended  that  they  had  im>  bem* 
fl«kd  4MOttpatioa  <if  the  said  achool4]imsa^  aad  were  aot  liable  to  ba 
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rated  to  the  poor-rate,  general  rate,  and  sewers-rate,  or  any  or  either 
of  those  rates,  in  respect  of  the  school-hoase. 

If  the  Conrt  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Governor  and  Committee 
were  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  poor-rate,  general  rate,  and  sewers-rate, 
the  rates  were  to  be  confirmed.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  Governor  and  Committee  were  not  liable  to  be  rated  to  any 
or  either  of  the  rates,  the  rates  were  to  be  amended  by  striking  out 
the  names  of  the  Governor  and  Committee  therefrom.  If  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Qt)vemor  and  Committee  were  liable  to 
one  or  more  of  the  rates,  and  not  liable  to  the  other  or  others  of  the 
rates,  then  such  one  or  more  of  the  rates  were  to  be  confirmed,  and 
such  other  or  others  of  the  rates  to  be  amended  by  striking  out  the 
names  of  the  Governor  and  Committee  therefrom. 

Lushy  for  the  respondents. — The  Society  is  rateable  in  respect  of 
its  beneficial  occupation  of  these  premises.  [Crompton,  J. — Perhaps 
the  best  course  will  be  for  the  otner  -side  to  state  the  grounds  upon 
which  they  contend  that  the  appellants  are  not  rateable.] 

^Huddkston,  for  the  appellants. — The  Society  has  no  bene-   r,,,!^- 
ficial  occupation.    The  objects  of  the  school  are  purely  chari-   ^ 
table :  there  are  no  payments  by  the  pupils,  as  in  Regina  v.  Sterry, 
12  A.  &  E.  84  (E.  C.  L.  E.  vol.  40).  and  Kegina  v.  Temple,  2  E.  &  J3. 
160  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  75);  nor  does  the  Society  derive  any  emolument 
whatever  from  the  school.     As  to  the  newspaper^  the  Society  may,  in 
one  sense,  be  said  to  be  the  proprietors  of  it,  and  to  derive  emolument 
from  it.     But  they  appropriate  a  certain  portion  of  the  profits  to 
charitable  purposes:  and  have  not,  therefore,  any  more  than  a  private 
individual  who  devotes  part  of  his  ineome  to  charitable  purposes, 
any  beneficial  occupation  of  the  buildings  used  solely  for  such  pur- 
poHcs.    It  is  true  that  the  quarterly  meetings  of  the  Society  are  held 
on  the  premises :  but,  by  the  by-laws,  they  have  power  to  hold  them 
at  such  other  place  as  the  Governor  and  Committee  of  management 
may  appoint.    And,  further,  the  use  of  the  premises  for  the  business 
of  the  Society  is  not  such  a  beneficial  occupation  as  creates  rateability. 
Baildmgs  used  for  charitable  purposes  are  on  the  same  footing,  in  this 
respect,  as  buildings  used  for  public  purposes :  and  are  evidently  so 
treated  in  Nolan's  Poor  Law,  Vol.  I.,  where  it  is  said,  p.  184,  *'  If 
there  is  no  beneficial  occupation  for  private  emolument,  the  property 
is  not  liable  to  assessment ;  but  when  such  an  occupier  does  exist,  he 
is  rateable,  although  the  ultimate  object  of  his  occupation  be  to  pro- 
mote a  charitable  institution,  or  advance  the  public  good."    In  Rex  v, 
Waldo,  Cald.  358,  it  was  held  that  an  ttlmshouse,  wholly  occupied  by 
objects  of  charity  or  their  attendants,  and  of  which  no  profit  was 
made,  had  no  rateable  occupier.  Lord  Mansfield,  in  giving  judgment, 
•says,  "  It  is  sufiicient  that"  "  the  profit  is  here  in  fact  applied   r^^g 
to  public  and  charitable  uses."    Bex  v.  Waldo,  Cald.  358,  was  ^ 
recognised  as  an  authority  by  the  Court  in  Rex  v.  Agar,  14  East  266, 
Kegina  v.  Wilson,  12  A.  &  E.  94  (E.  C.  L.  R,  vol.  40),  and  Regina  v. 
Temple,  2  E.  &  B.  160  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  75).    In  Regina  v.  Bapliat 
MiBsionary  Society,  10  Q.  B.  884  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  59),  which  is  pito- 
hably  relied  on  by  the  respondents,  the  Society  not  only  used  the 
iwms  for  ^heir  own  meeting,  but  let  them  to  other  Societies  for  similar 
fwpcNMi   and  were  therefore  held  osteaUe;    {Hill,  J.^The  CovgL 


76  REGINA  v.  LICENSED  VICTUALLERS'  SOCIETY.    E.  T.  1861. 

in  giving  judgment,  say,  "  We  think  it  right  to  add  that  we  find  no 
authority  or  principle  for  holding  that  a  number  of  individuals,  occu- 
pying premises  merely  for  the  purpose  of  diflFusing  religious  instruc- 
tion, would  be,  on  that  account,  exempt  from  rateability  in  respect  of 
them  to  the  relief  of  the  poor."  That  is  strongly  against  you.]  In 
the  present  case  there  is  clearly  no  beneficial  occupation.  pJiLL,  J. — 
I  do  not  agree  that  there  is  no  distinction  between  buildings  used  for 
charitable,  and  buildings  used  for  public,  purposes.  In  the  former 
case,  there  is  an  actual  occupier :  in  the  latter  there  is  not.  Cbokp- 
TOK,  J. — ^In  Regina  v.  Baptist  Missionary  Society,  10  Q.  B.  884  (E.  G. 
L.  R.  vol.  59),  Erie,  J.,  takes  that  distinction,  in  the  course  of  the 
argument ;  and  Coleridge,  J.,  says :  "  Regina  v.  Wilson,  12  A.  k  E. 
94  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  40),  and  Rex  v.  Waldo,  Cald.  858,  if  to  be  sup- 
ported at  all,  must  be  supported  on  the  ground  that  the  person  rated 
did  not  occupy  the  premises."] 
Pee  CiJEiAM. — (Crompton,  Hill,  and  Blackburn,  Js.) 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 


*77]  *The  QUEEN  v.  PICKFORD.    April  24. 

Siat,  7  dhB  VicL  c.  101. — Bastardy  order,  on  second  summons  issued  by  a  second 

justice. — Jurisdiction, 

The  mother  of  a  butard  child  applied  to  a  jastice,  within  tweWe  months  after  the  ehUd'f 
birth,  for  a  summons  against  P.,  the  alleged  father.  The  snmmons  was  issued  by  the  justioe, 
but  could  not  be  senred,  P.  having  absented  himself!  On  P.'s  return,  which  was  more  than 
tweWe  months  after  the  child's  birth,  and  before  which  time  the  justice  who  had  issued  the  first 
summons  had  died,  the  mother  obtained  from  another  justice  a  second  summons  against  P. ; 
and,  upon  its  coming  on  for  hearing,  the  justices  in  petty  session  made  an  order  ac^udging  P. 
to  be  the  putatiTC  father,  and  ordering  him  to  pay  a  certain  sum  by  way  of  maintenance. 

Held,  that  the  order  was  bad,  inasmuch  as,  by  stat  7  A  8  Vict  c.  101,  s.  2,  the  jurisdiction 
to  make  the  order  is  limited  to  the  justice  before  whom  the  first  application  is  made ;  and  that 
the  second  summons,  not  being  issued  by  the  same  justice,  could  not  be  considered  as  part  of 
the  original  process  upon  the  first  application. 

Kenealy,  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause 
why  an  order,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  three  justices  for  the  county 
of  Chester,  adjudging  the  defendant  to  be  the  putative  father  of  a  male 
bastard  child,  born  of  the  body  of  Jane  Mason,  and  ordering  him  to 
pay  certain  sums  of  money  in  respect  of  the  said  child,  should  not  be 
quashed. 

The  order  was  as  follows : — 

*' Order  in  bastardy,  on  application  after  birth. 

"  Cheshire,  to  wit.]  '  At  a  petty  session  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  of  the  county  of  Chester,  acting  in  and  for  the  petty  sessional 
division  of  Prestbury,  in  the  hundred  of  Macclesfiela,  in  the  said 
county  of  Chester,  holden  21st  August.  1860,  before  us,  Charles 
Bichard  Banistre  Legh,  John  Dixon,  and  John  Upton  Gaskell, 
Esquires,  three  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
same  county :  Whereas  Jane  Mason,  of  the  township  of  BoUington,  in 
»g1  the  said  county,  single  *woman,  did,  on  15th  June,  1858,  at 
^  Macclesfield,  in  the  said  county,  make  information  and  complaint 
to  Thomas  Swanwick,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
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in  and  for  the  said  county,  and  acting  in  and  for  the  said  division, 
that  she  was  a  single  woman,  and  then  residing  within  the  township 
of  BoUington,  in  the  division  and  county  aforesaid,  and  that  on  25th 
March,  1858,  she  was  delivered  of  a  male  bastard  child,  which  was 
then  living ;  and  she  charged  William  Pickford,  of  the  township  of 
BoUington^  in  the  said  county,  labourer,  with  being  the  father  of  such 
child,  and  she  then  and  there  made  application  to  the  said  justice  for 
a  summons  to  the  said  William  Pickford  to  appear  at  a  petty  sessions 
of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  division,  to  answer  her  complaint  in 
the  premises ;  and  thereupon  the  said  justice  i'ssued  his  summons  ac- 
cordingly to  the  said  William  Pickford  to  appear  and  answer  the  said 
complaint  at  the  said  petty  sessions  to  be  holdeu  on  a  day  therein 
mentioned,  to  wit,  on  29th  June,  1858:  And  whereas  the  said  William 
Pickford,  at  the  time  of  such  application  being  made,  had  absconded 
from  BoUington  aforesaid,  and  his  abode  was  then  and  has  ever  since, 
until  the  month  of  July  last,  continued  unknown  to  the  said  Jane 
Mason,  and  the  said  summons  could  not  be  served  on  the  said  William 
Pickford :  And  whereas  the  said  Thomas  Swan  wick  died,  and,  on  3d 
August,  1859,  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  14th  July  last,  the  said  Jane 
Mason  made  application  to  Thomas  Wardle,  Esquire,  one  of  Her 
Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county,  and  acting 
in  and  for  the  said  division,  for  a  summons  to  the  said  William  Pick* 
ford  to  appear  at  a  petty  session  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  divi- 
sion, to  answer  her  complaint  in  the  premises;  and  thereupon  r^^Q 
*the  said  last-named  justice  issued  his  summons  accordingly  to  ^ 
the  said  William  Pickford  to  appear  and  answer  the  said  complaint  at 
the  said  petty  session  holden  this  day :  And  whereas  the  said  William 
Pickford  hath  been  duly  served  with  the  said  last-mentioned  summons 
six  days  at  least  before  this  day,  but  he  doth  not  appear  thereto,  and 
the  said  Jane  Mason  is  now  present  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  from 
us,  the  said  justices  in  petty  sessions  assembled,  an  order  upon  the 
said  William  Pickford  in  the  premises. 

"Now,  therefore,  it  being  proved  to  us  upon  oath  that  the  said 
Jane  Mason  is  a  single  woman,  and  was,  at  the  time  of  her  application 
for  the  said  first  and  last  mentioned  summonses  as  aforesaid,  and  still 
is,  residing  within  the  said  township  of  BoUin^on,  in  the  division  and 
county  aforesaid;  and  that,  on  the  said  25tn  March,  1858,  she  was 
delivered  of  the  said  male  child,  and  that  such  child  was  born  a  bastard, 
and  is  still  living:  and  we,  having  also  heard  the  evidence  upon  oath 
of  the  said  Jane  Mason,  the  mother,  and  other  evidence  up)on  oath 
produced  by  her,  and  the  evidence  of  the  said  Jane  Mason  the  mother 
being  corroborated  in  some  material  particulars  by  other  testimony  to 
oar  satisfaction,  and  we  also  having  had  the  other  facts  and  circum- 
stances herein  contained  proved  upon  oath  to  us,  do  hereby  adjudge 
the  said  William  Pickford  to  be  the  putative  father  of  the  said  bastard 
child ;  and,  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  we  do 
hereby  order  that  the  said  William  Pickford  shall  pay  unto  the  said 
Jane  Mason,  so  long  as  she  shall  live  and  be  of  sound  mind,  and  shall 
not  be  in  any  gaol,  prison,  or  under  sentence  of  transportation ;  and 
after  her  death,  or  whilst  she  shall  be  of  unsound  mind,  or  confined 
in  any  *gaol  or  prison,  or  under  sentence  of  transportation, .  r*gQ 
then  unto  such  person  as  two  justices  may  appoint  to  have  t}ie  '• 
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CTistod J  of  the  said  child,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  inade 
*and  provided,  the  sum  of  two  shillings  weekly  and  every  week  from 
the  time  of  making  the  application  first  aforesaid  until  the  said  child 
shall  attain  the  age  of  thirteen  years,  or  shall  die,  or  the  said  mother 
shall  marry.  And  we  do  hereby  further  order  the  said  William  Pick- 
ford  to  pay  to  the  said  Jane  Mason  the  sum  of  nine  shillings  and  six 
pence,  being  the  cbsts  incurred  in  obtaining  this  order ;  and  the  sum 
of  ten  shillings  for  the  midwife.  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals,"  &c. 
y.  W,  Saunders  now  showed  cause. — The  order  is  valid.  Stat.  7  & 
8  Vict.  c.  101,  s.  2,  enacts  that  the  mother  of  the  child  shall  make 
application  for  the  summons  either  before,  or  within  twelve  months 
after,  the  birth  of  the  child.  Here  the  mother  did  apply  within  twelve 
months,  and  obtained  a  summons;  but  the  summons  could  not  be 
served,  owing,  not  to  any  fault  of  the  applicant,  but  to  the  absence  of 
the  alleged  father.  She  took  out  a  fredh  summons  upon  his  return ; 
and,  although  the  second  application  was  more  than  twelve  months 
after  the  birth  of  the  child,  the  order  made  upon  such  second  summons 
is  good,  the  whole  proceeding  being  founded  upon  the  original  appli- 
cation :  Potts  V.  Cumbridge,  8  E.  &  B.  847  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  92). 
[Crompton,  J. — 'I  have  some  difficulty  in  seeing  how,  under  the  pre- 
sent circumstances,  the  second  summons  can  be  considered  part  of  the 
original  process  upon  the  first  application.    In  Potts  v,  Cumbridgo 


*81] 


the  second  summons  was  issued  by  the  *justice  to  whom  the  first 


application  was  made.  Here  the  justice  to  whom  the  first  appli- 
cation was  made  is  dead ;  and  the  second  summons  is  issued  by  another. 
Sect.  2  of  Stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  101,  gives  jurisdiction  only  to  "such 
justice;"  that  is,  to  the  justice  to  whom  the  original  application  is 
made.]  The  provision  is  directory,  not  compulsory.  [Hill,  J. — ^It 
seems  to  me  to  limit  the  jurisdiction  to  the  justice  before  whom  the 
first  application  is  made.]  The  defendant  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
avail  himself  of  a  technical  difficulty  created  by  his  own  act.  [Cromp- 
ton, J. — That  cannot  aflTect  the  question  of  jurisdiction.]  The  second 
order  was  intended  to  be,  and  is,  as  far  as  it  can  be,  a  continuation  of 
the  original  process. 

Kenealy,  coniri,  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  CURLA.M.— (Crompton,  Hill,  and  Blackburn,  Js.) 

Order  quashed,  without  costs. 


In  the  matter  of  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  TBE ASX7BY,  ex 

parte  WALMSLEY.    April  25. 

Expenses  of  County  Courts, — Lords  Commissioners  of  the  IVeasury, — Mandamus, 

A  mandsmos  will  not  lie  to  the  Lords  Commissionere  of  tbe  Treasury  to  eompel  them  to  pay 
a  debt  inenrred  by  a  Conntj  Court;  and  this  eTen  although  Parliament  has,  upon  ao  estimate 
'  made  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  Treasary,  voted'  a  sum  for  the  salaries  and  expenses  of  the 
Co«aty  Courts  for  the  year. 

H6NT1CAN  moved  f6r  a  rule  calling  On  the  Lords  Commissioners  of 

Her  Majesty's  Treasurj  to  show  catise  why  a  mandamus  should  not 

^21  issue,  commanding  *them  to- pay  6i7L98.QcL,  the  balanoe  of 

-■  account  from  Thomas  Walmsley,  of  Liverpool,  printer  and 


stationer,  for  books,  printing,  and  stationery  supplied  to  the  Liver- 
pool  County  Court  during  the  years  1858  ^nd  1859.  The  »t^t.  19  & 
20  Vict  c/l08,.s.  85,  enacts:  ^^e  expense  of  .building)  purchasing, 
or  providing  any  messuages  and  lands  for  the  purposes  of  the  County 
Courts,  and  of  repairing,  Airnishing,  cleaning,  lighting,  and  warming 
the  Court  Houses  and  offices,  and  of  payment  of  the  salaries  of  the 
necessary  servants  for  taking  charge  of  such  court-houses  and  offices, 
and  of  supplying  the  courts  and  offices  with  law  and  office  books  and 
stationery,  and  of  postage  stamps,  and  the  disbursements  of  the  high 
bailiffs  in  conveying  to  prison  persons  committed  by  the  County 
Courts,  and  all  other  expenses  incident  to  the  holdiiig  of  the  said 
Courts,  shall  be  paid  by  the  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Treasury 
out.of  any. moneys  to  be  from  time  to  time  provided  by  Parliament 
for  such  purposes."  By  an  appropriatipn  Act,  21  &;  22  YiQt  c.  107, 
8.  20,  dated  2d  August,  1858,  157,0502.  was  voted  to  defray  the  sala- 
ries and  expenses  of  the  county. courts  to  the  31st  March,  1859 ;  and 
by,;mother  appropriation  Act,  22  4;  23  Vict  c.  55,  s.  17,  dated  I3th 
August,  185!9, 126,150Z.  was  voted  for  the  like  puijposes  to  31st  M^rql^. 
1860.  These  sums  were  voted  in  accordance  with  estimates  drawn 
up  by  Her  Majesty's  Treasury. — If  the  Court  refuses  this  application 
Mr.  Walmsley  is  without  remedy,  for  he  cannot  sue  the .  treasurer  of 
the  county  court.  (He  cited  Bex  v.  The  tiords  Commissioners  of  the 
Treasury,  4  A.  &  E.  286  (E.  C.i.  B.  vol.  81). ) 

GooKBURN,  C.  J. — ^The  expression  in  stat  19  &  20  Vict.,  *c.  r^go 
108,  s.  85,  that  these  expenses  are  to  be  paid  by  the  Cpmmis-  *^*" 
sionersof  Her  Majesty's  Treasury, .surely. means  that  they  are  to  be 
paid  by  them  through  the  treasurers  of  the  county  courts.  It  cannot 
mean  that  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  are  to  account  with  every  creditor 
of  every  county  court,  were  it  even  for  a  half  dozen  pounds  of  tallow 
candles  used  in  the  court. 

Cbompton,  J. — In  Bex  v.' The  Lords  Commissioners  of  the  /Trea- 
sury, 4  A.  &  E.  286  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  31),  the  applicant  was  a  specific 
party  whom  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  had  promised  to  pay';  but  the 
present  application  assumes  a  ludicrous  aspect.  la  it  pommon.s^nse 
to  suppose  that  every  old  womau,\y:ho  sweeps  out  the^buUdiijig  where 
a  county  court  is  held  has  a  right  to  proceed  against  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury  for  pavment  of  her  services  ? 

{Hill,  J.,  had  left,  the  Court.) 

.  ^LACKBUitN'.  J. — The  applipa^t.  here,  must.go^  the  length  of  contend- 
ing that  every  county  court  can  pledge  the  credit  of  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury  to  every  tradesman^  ^rarliainent  vote  for  the  county  courts 
a  lump  sum  which  they  think  reasonable,  but  they  do  not  vote  the 
payment  of  each  particular  debt.  .A  tradesman  should  not  part  with 
his  goods  for  the  use  of  a  county  court  unless  he  is  prepared  to  trust 
to  its  treasurer  for.  payment.  Bule  refused. 
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\„^..   *The  QUEEN  v.  The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  BLR 
^*J  MINGHAM  Waterworks.    April  27. 

TotDM  Improtemeni  Clause9  Act,  10  <&  11  Vid,  c,  34. — Birmingham  Improvement  Act, 
14  db  15  Vict,  c,  xoiii. — Rating  o/reiervoira,  pipes,  and  mains. 

The  BinniDgham  Waterworks  Compftny,  inoorporaled  bj  stat.  7  0. 4,  c.  oiz.,  were  empowered 
hj  that  etatote  to  conetmot  waterworks,  and  to  supply,  by  means  of  aqaedacts,  pipes,  mains, 
and  reserToirs,  the  borongh  of  Birmingham,  Ac,  with  water.  The  Gompanj  exeeated  the  neces- 
sary works,  and  made  a  large  reservoir  without,  and  a  small  resenroir  within,  the  borough; 
the  latter  of  which  was  supplied  with  water  forced  from  the  former  through  mains  and  pipes 
under  the  ground,  thereby  supplying  a  small  portion  of  the  borough  with  water.  By  1 8  Viet. 
o.  zxxiT.,  embodying  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Aot»  10  A  11  Vict  c.  17,  the  former  Act  was 
repealed,  and  the  Company  empowered  to  form  other  reserroirs,  obtain  water  from  fteah 
sources,  and  erect  additioniU  works.  The  Company  proceeded  to  execute  new  works  i  and  6ob- 
etruoted  new  reserroirs  outside  the  borough,  and  laid  down  new  mains  and  pipes  for  carrying 
the  water  from  them  into  the  old  one  without  the  borough,  and  thenoe  into  and  through  fhe 
borough ;  the  streams  supplying  the  resorvoirs  being  open  streams  and  brook  courses  running 
.over  the  surface  of  the  ground ;  the  resenroirs  both  within  and  withont  the  borongh  being 
wholly  uncoTcred.  By  the  Birmingham  ImproTcment  Act,  14  A  15  Vict  c.  xoiiL,  with  which 
a  considerable  part  of  the  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  10  A  11  Vict  o.  34,  is  incorporated, 
the  town  council  are  authorised  to  make  and  levy  a  rate,  called  "  The  Borough  ImproTemcol 
Bate,"  upon  "  every  person  who  occupies  any  house,  shop,  warehouse^  counting-house,  coa>:h- 
'honse,  stable,  cellar,  vault,  building,  workshop,  manufactory,  garden,  land,  or  tenement  what- 
soever except  as  hereinafter  excepted,  within  the  limits  of  that  Act,  according  to  the  full  nel 
annual  value  thereof  respectively."  And  by  clause  129  it  is  provided  that  "  the  occupiers  of 
any  land  covered  with  water  or  used  only  as  a  canal  or  towing-path  for  the  same,  or  as  a  raiU 
way  constructed  under  the  powers  of  any  Act  of  Parliament  for  public  conveyance,  shall  be 
rated  in  respect  of  the  same  to  the  rates  authorised  to  be  levied  by  this  Act  at  one  fourth  pan 
only  of  the  net  annual  value."    Held, 

1.  That  the  reservoir  within  the  borough  was  rateable  to  the  borough-rate  at  only  one  fonrtii 
part  of  its  net  annual  value. 

•  2.  That  the  pipes  and  mains  of  the  Company  within  the  borough  were  rateable  to  the  bo- 
Tongh-rate  to  the  full  extent,  and  not  merely  to  one'fonrth  part  of  their  net  annual  value  as 
'<  land  covered  with  water." 

The  town  council  of  the  borough  of  Birmingham  made  the  fol- 
lowing rate  or  assessment  on  The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the 
Birmingham  Waterworks : — 

"  St.  Paul's  Ward. 

"Public  Companies.    Borough  Improvement  Bate,  1860. 


KaoMofOoeupier. 

*                                       •                 * 

Name  of  Owner. 

DMCflptlon  nted. 

OroMenti- 
natcdnite. 

Rateable 
vaiae. 

Bate  at  S^.  la 
the  pound. 

The  Birmingham 

The  Birmingham 

Houses,  offices^ 

£4720 

£3041 

£304  :  2 : 0 

Waterworks 

Waterworks 

workshops,  mains. 

Company. 

Company. 

reservoir^  land  and 
premises  in  varioni 
Wards  within   the 

- 

• 

borough. 

'. 

Henry  Rofe. 

M 

House,    yard    and 
premises. 

£48 

£40 

£4:0:0" 

Against  this  rate  the  proprietors  of  the  Waterworks  appealed,  and 
the  appeal  was  heard  before  the  Becorder  at  Birmingham  on  the  9th 
April,  1860,  when  the  rate  was  confirmed  by  consent,  subject  to  a 
case  stating  the  following  facts. 
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The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Birmingham  Waterworks  was 
incorporatea  by  stat.  7  O.  4,  c.  cix.(a)  The  objects  of  the  Company, 
▼ere  to  construct  waterworks,  and  to  supply,  by  means  of  aqueducts, 
pipes,  mains,  and  reservoirs,  the  town  of  Birmingham  and  the  several, 
parishes  and  places  therein  named  with  water.  The  Company  executed 
the  necessary  works,  and  supplied  the  different  places  with  water 
taken,  from  the  river  Tame,  and  made,  at  Aston,  a  large  reservoir, 
covering  about  18  acres  of  land,  for  that  purpose.  That  reservoir  and 
the  engine-house,  pumping-engine,  and  works  of  the  Company  are  out 
of  the  borough  of  Birmingham.  They  likewise  constructed  another 
small  reservoir  of  stone  at  Edgbaston,  within  the  ^borough  of  p^g^ 
Birmingham,  of  about  2  acres;  which  reservoir  is  supplied  with  ^ 
water  forced  from  the  large  reservoir  through  mains  and  pipes  under 
the  ground,  and  supplies  a  small  portion  of  the  borough  (about  one- 
tenth)  with  water  by  gravitation. 

The  Company  obtained  another  Act,  17  Yict.  c.  xxxvii.,  to  enable 
them  to  raise  further  capital  and  borrow  an  additional  sum  of  money. 
Subsequently  a  third  Act,  18  Yict.  c.  xxxiv.,  was  obtained,  bv 
which  the  two  former  Acts  were  repealed,  and  in  which  was  embodied; 
The  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  17.  The  Company 
were  empowered  by  this  Act  to  form  other  reservoirs,  and  to  obtain 
water  from  other  sources  than  the  river  Tame  before  named,  and  to 
erect  additional  works. 

Immediately  after  the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  Act  the  Com- 
pany proceeded  to  execute  the  new  works ;  and  constructed  new  reser- 
voirs outside  of  the  borough  of  Birmingham,  and  laid  down  new  mains; 
and  pipes  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  the  water  from  the  new  reservoirs 
into  the  old  one  at  Aston,  without  the  borough,  and  thence  into  and 
through  the  borough.  The  various  streams  supplying  the  reservoirs 
ai*e  open  streams  and  brook  courses,  and  run  over  the  surface  of  the 
ground.  The  reservoirs  both  within  and  without  the  borough  are 
nholly  uncovered. 

By  The  Birmingham  Improvement  Act,  1851, 14  &  15  Vict.  c.  xciiL, 
in  which  stat.  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  84  (The  Towns  Improvement  Clauses 
Act),  so  far  as  relates  to  sects.  167  to  184,  both  inclusive,  is  incor- 
porated, the  town  council  are  authorized,  by  clause  128,  to  make  and 
levy  a  rate,  to  be  called  the  Borough  Improvement  Bate,  *upon  r^^,- 
every  person  who  occupies  any  house,  shop,  warehouse,  count-  '■ 
ing-house,  coach-house,  stable,  cellar,  vault,  building,  workshop, 
manufactory,  garden,  land,  or  tenement  whatsoever,  except  as  herein- 
after excepted,  within  the  limits  of  this  Act,  according  to  the  full  net 
annual  value  thereof  respectively.  And  by  clause  129  it  is  provided 
that  the  occupiers  of  any  land  covered  with  water,  or  used  only  as  a 
canal  or  towing-path  for  the  same,  or  as  a  railway  constructed  under 
the  powers  of  any  Act  of  Parliament  for  public  conveyance,  shall  be 
rated  in  respect  of  the  same  to  the  rates  authorized  to  be  levied  by 
this  Act  at  one  fourth  part  only  of  the  net  annual  value.  And  by 
clause  131  certain  additional  clauses  of  The  Towns  Improvement 
Clanses  Act  (10  k  11  Vict.  c.  84),  viz.,  156  and  168  to  166,  both  in- 
clusive, are  incorporated. 

(•)  Sntittod  "  An  Act  for  fnpplylng  witb  water  the  town  and  neighbonrhood  of  Birmiof ham, 
b  tkc  conaty  of  Warwiek." 
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The  borough  itnprovement  rate  which  was  thd  aubject  of  this  a))p^l 
wa^  made  in  pursuance  of  atid  subject  t6  the  provisions  of  the  said 
Act,  and  for  all  the  purposes  to  which  it'  is  by  sutth'  Act  applicable, 
and  was  at  the  rate  of  2s,  in  the  pound. 

It  was  admitted  that  The  Birniinjgham  Waterworks  Comjiany  Were 
rated  to  the  full  extent,  as  houses,  &c. ;  and  not  At  on6  fourth  part  o^ 
the  net  annual  valufe  of  th6  reservoir,  pipes,  mains,  and  othfer  Works' 
within  the  borough. 

At  the  heai'ing  of  the  appeal  the  appellahts  contended : 

Firstly.  That,  so  fkr  as  related  to  the  expenses  of  sewers,  the  pipes, 
mains,  reservoirs,  and  other  wortof  of  the  Colnpany,  or  some  of  them, 
were  not  liable  to  be  rated,  except  so  fa¥  a»  they  ihi^t  receiVe  heiieSt 
from  the  construction  and  existence  of  such  sewers. 
*88l  'Secondly.  That,  by  the  operation  of  the  12^h  section',  the 
-I  reservoir  within  the  borough  ou^t  only  to  be  i^ated  at  one* 
fourth  part  of  its  net  annual  value. 

Thirdly.  That,  according  to  the  true:  construction  of  the  129th  Sec- 
tion, the  pipes  and  mains  of  the  Company  within  the  borough  ought 
to  be  rated  as  land  covered  with  water. 

The  question  turned  on  thi  consti^uction  of  certain  clauses  of  The 
Birmingham  Improvement  Act,  14  &  15  ViCt.  c.  xciii.,  and  The  Townrf 
Improvement  Clauses  Act,  10  &  11  Vicf.  6.  34,  which  is  incorporated 
with  it. 

Stat.  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  xciii.  8. 109,  enables  the  town  council  to  pro- 
vide for  the  borough  a  sufficient  stipply  of  water,  and  for  that  purpose 
to  purchase  the  works  of  The  Birmingham  Waterworks  Compfitiiy. 

By  sect.  114,  "the  council  may  cause  all  existing  public  cisterns, 
pumps,  wells,  reservoirs,  condilits,  Aqueducts,  and  ^orks  ilsed  for  the 
gratuitous  supply  of  water  to  the  inhabitants  of  the  borough  to  bd 
continued,  maintaitied,  and  plentifully  supplied  #ith  water,  or  they 
tnay  substitute,  continue,  maintain,  and  plentifully  supply  with  water 
other  such  works  equally  convenient ;  and  the  council  may,  if  they 
think  fit,  construct  any  number  of  new  cisterns,  pumps,  wells,  conduits, 
and  workd  for  the  gratuitous  supply  of  i^ny  public  baths  or  Wash- 
houses  established  otherwise  than  for  private  profit." 

By  sect.  127,  "except  where  it  is  otherwise  provided  by  this  Act, 
all  the  other  expenses  of  carrying  this  act  into  execution,  ineindiUjo^ 
the  sums  required  for  payitig  all  principal  and  interest  moneys  which 
may  be  borrowed  by  the  council  unoer  the  authority  of  this  Act, 
otherwise  than  on  tne  security  of  the  'Street  Improvement  Rate,' 
♦891  ®^*^^  ^®  defrayed  by  a  rate  to  be  called  *the  '  Borough  Improve- 
-*  ment  Rate,'  which  the  council  is  hereby  authorized  and  em- 
powered to  levy  upon  the  occupiers  or  owners  of  all  building^  and 
lands  within  the  borough  in  the  manner  hereinafter  provided :  pro- 
vided always,  that  such  rate  do  not  exceed  in  any  one  year  the  suni 
of  two  shillings  in  the  pound  oii  the  annual  value  of  Axxch  buildings 
and  lands." 

Sect.  128.  "  Subject  to  tlie  t>rovi8ioiid  next  hereinafter  contained, 
the  clauses  of  'The  Towns  Improvement  CWuses  Act,  1847'  with 
respect  to  the  manner  of  making  rates  (except  such  of  the  said  clauses 
as  are  numbered  179  and  181),  shall  be  and  the  same  are  hereby 
incorporated  with  this  Act." 


BLLIB,  BEST  t  SMITH.    Q.  Bi  8» 


Secst.  t29«  "  Provided  always  tiiat  no.  person  occi^pying  any,  faji^i-. 
house,  or  baildintgs  connectra  or  occupied  th^rewim,  or  any  laad$- 
used  as  arable,  meadow,  or  pasture  ground  only,  or  as  woodlands,  or 
market  gardens,  garden  allotments  or  nursery  grounds,  and  no  pcr^ 
son  entitled  to  any  titbes,  corn-rent,  in  lieu  of  tithes,  or  tithe  comm.U7 
tation  rent-charge,  shall  be  liable  to  be  assessed  in  respect  of  the  same 
to  the  Street  Improvement  Bate ;  and  that  such  persons  shall  b&  liable 
to  be  assessed  to  the  other  rates  authorized  to  be  levied  by  this  Act 
at  one  fourth  part  only  of  the  net  annual  value ;  provided  also,  that 
the  occupiers  of  any  land  covered  with  water,  or  used  only  a&  a  canxil 
or  towing-path  for  the  same,  or  as  a  railway  constructed  under  the 
powers  of  any  Act  of  Parliament  for  public  conveyance,  shall  ba 
rated  in  respect  of  the  same  to  the  rates  authorized  to  be  levied  by 
this  Act  at  one  fourth  part  only  of  the  net  annual  value." 

SecL  130.  "Provided  also,  that  the  clause  numbered  175  of  'The 
Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  *1847,'  herewith  incorporated,  r^^^ 
shall  be  in  force  within  the  borough  for  a  period  of  eighteen  ^ 
months  only  from  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  and  wi^iu  the  said 
period  the  council  shall  and  they  are  hereby  required,  to.  cause  a  new  • 
valuation  to  be  made  of  all  the  rateable  property  within  the  borough ; 
and  the  clauses  of  'The  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  1847/ 
numbered  respectively  176  and  177,  shall  be  applicable  to  the  making 
of  such  valuation,  and,  from  and  after  the  completion  thereof,  the 
rates  by  this  Act  authorized  shall  be  assessed  and  levied  in  accordance 
with  such  valuation :  Provided  always,  that  the  sa,me  may  be  amended 
from  time  to  time,  and  such  new  valuations  nuide  aa  the  council  may 
think  fit :"  &c. 

Sect  181.  '*The  clauses  of  'The  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act, 
1S47.'  with  respect  to  the  rates  directed  by  that  Act  to  be  made  for 
severs,  drains,  and  private  improvements  (except  clauses  167,  158, 
159, 160,  161,  and  162  of  the  same  Act),  shall  be  and  the  same  are 
hereby  incorporated  with  this  Act." 

Sect.  133.  "  Provided  also,  that  no  rate,  other  than  the  said  street 
improvement  rate,  the  said  borough  improvement  rate,  the  said  waterr 
rate,  and  the  rates  for  private  improvements  and  drainage,  mentioned 
in  the  clauses  herewith  incorporated  of  '  The  Towns  Improvement 
Clauses  Act,  1847,'  and  numbered  156,  163, 164, 165,  and  166,  shall 
be  levied  or  raised  under  the  authority  of  this  Aol^,  or  of  any  Act  or 
part  of  Act  incorporated  herewith." 

Stat.  10  &  11  Yict.  0.  34,  s.  167,  enacts;  "Every  rate  which  th^ 
Commissioners  are,  by  this  or  the  special  Act,  authori2sed  to  make  or 
levv.  shall  be  made  and  levied  by  them  at  yearly,  half  yearly,  or  such 
Mother  periods,  as  they  think  fit,  upon  every  person  who  occur   r:KQ-« 

Eies  any  of  the  prescribed  kinds  of  property,  or  (if  no  property  ^ 
6  prescribed)  any  house,  shop,  warehouse,  counting-house,  coach- 
house, stable,  cellar,  vault,  building,  workshop,  manu^otory,  garden, 
laud,  or  tenement  whatsoever  (except  as  hereinafter  is  excepted), 
within  the  limits  of  the  special  Act,  or  of  the  district  where  supb  rate 
is  assessed  on  the  occupiers  of  lands  and  buildings  of  a  separate  district 
as  hereinbefore  provided,  according  to  the  full  net  annual  value  there- 
to respectively ;  and  the  said  rates  shall  be  vested  in  the  Commis* 
sioners,  and  shall  be  payable  at  such  times  as  they  appoint :  Provided 
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always,  that  every  person  occupying  lands  used  as  arable,  meadow 
or  pasture  ground  only,  or  as  woodlands  or  market  gardens  or  nursery 
grounds,  shall  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  same  in  the  prescribed  por- 
tion only,  if  no  proportion  be  prescribed,  in  the  proportion  of  one 
third  part  only  of  such  net  annual  value  thereof  as  aforesaid." 

Luahf  for  the  respondents. — The  first  question  here  is  that  relative 
to  the  sewers,  but  it  does  not  arise  on  the  statute  before  the  Court. 
[Huddkston,  who  appeared  for  the  appellants,  admitted  he  could  not 
argue  that  point.] 

Secondly,  the  reservoir  within  the  borough  was  properly  rated  to 
the  full  extent.  Although  most  of  the  provisions  of  The  Towns  Im- 
provement Clauses  Act,  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  84,  are  incorporated  into 
The  Birmingham  Improvement  Act,  14  k  15  Vict.  c.  xciii.,  still  some 
of  them  are  overridden  by  the  latter  Act.  The  effect  of  the  sections 
127,  128,  129,  is  to  render  rateable  every  species  of  land  or  tenement 
«AQ-|  capable  of  occupation ;  and  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  a 
-I  reservoir  does  not  come  within  this  description.  In  Adams  on 
Ejectment,  p.  18,  4th  ed.,  "  An  ejectment  will  not  lie  for  a  watercourse 
or  rivulet,  though  its  name  be  mentioned,  because  it  is  impossible  to 
give  execution  of  a  thing  which  is  transient,  and  always  running. 
But  if  the  ground  over  which  the  rivulet  runs,  belongs  to  the  claim- 
ant, the  rivulet  may  be  recovered,  by  laying  the  action  for  '  so  many 
acres  of  land  covered  with  water.'  An  ejectment  may  be  maintained 
for  a  pool  or  pit  of  water,  because  those  words  comprehend  both  land 
and  water."  A  reservoir  is,  surely,  here  included.  It  is  true  that 
the  129th  section  contains  a  proviso  that  "  the  occupiers  of  any  land 
covered  with  water,  or  used  only  as  a  canal  or  towing-path  for  the 
same,  or  as  a  railway  constructed  under  the  powers  of  any  Act  of 
Parliament  for  public  conveyance,  shall  be  rated  in  respect  of  the 
same  to  the  rates  authorized  to  be  levied  by  this  Act  at  one  fourth 
part  only  of  the  net  annual  value :  but  by  "  land  covered  with  water'* 
there  must  be  understood  ponds,  rivers,  and  the  like,  which  are 
naturally  covered  with  water.  The  principle  on  which  the  exception 
is  founded  is  that  land  covered  with  water  is  less  productive  than 
land  which  is  not ;  but  that  cannot  apply  to  land  which  is  covered 
with  water  for  the  purpose  of  profit.  Besides,  the  exception  intro- 
duced by  the  Legislature  in  favour  of  "  canals"  shows  that  they  did 
not  intend  to  except  "  reservoirs"  and  such  like  pieces  of  water  of 
artificial  construction.  This  Company  and  their  works  are  mentioned 
in  sect.  109  of  the  statute,  which  section  and  sect.  114  speak  of  their 
"  reservoirs ;"  showing  that  the  subject  was  present  to  the  mind  of  the 
Legislature,  who  might,  if  it  had  thought  fit,  have  excepted  reservoirs 
from  being  rated  to  the  full  extent. 

ngg-i       ^Thirdly ;  as  to  the  "  pipes  and  mains,"  it  is  difficult  to  say 
■'  that  they  are  "  land  covered  with  water ;"  they  are  rather  "  water 
covered  with  land." 

Suddleston,  for  the  appellants  (having  been  directed  by  the  Court 
to  address  himself  to  the  last  point). — Pipes  and  mains  are  rateable  to 
one  fourth  part  of  the  net  annual  value,  as  "  land  covered  with  water." 
In  cases  of  this  nature  the  subject-matter  on  which  the  rate  is  imposed 
is  not  the  surface  soil.  In  Begina  v.  The  West  Middlesex  Waterworks 
Company,  28  L.  J.  M.  C.  185,  Wightman,  J.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
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ment  of  tbe  Court,  says :  ''  The  question  is  whether  the  Company  are 
rateable  for  their  mains,  which  are  laid  under  the  surface  of  the  high- 
way, without  any  freehold  or  leasehold  interest  in  the  soil  thereof ' 
being  vested  in  the  Company.  We  think  they  are.  These  mains  are , 
fixed  capital  vested  in  land.  The  Company  are  in  possession  of  the 
mains  buried  in  the  soil,  and  so  are,  de  facto,  in  possession  of  the  space 
in  the  soil  which  the  mains  fill,  for  a  purpose  beneficial  to  itself."  It 
makes  no  difiference,  therefore,  that  pipes  and  mains  are,  strictly  speak- 
ing, water  covered  with  land.  Would  an  open  watercourse,  running 
throngh  streets,  be  the  less  liable  to  be  rated  if  a  covering  of  stone 
or  wood  were  put  over  it?  Or  does  a  canal  cease  to  be  land  covered 
with  water  when  it  is  carried  over  or  through  a  tunnel  ?  The  same 
holds  in  the  case  of  a  Boman  aqueduct 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^With  respect  to  the  first  of  these  points  that  has 
been  argued  before  us,  it  is  very  clear  that  the  statute  imposes  a  rate 
of  one  fourth  part  only  *of  the  net  annual  value  on  the  occu-  r^g^ 
piers  of  "  land  coverecl  with  water,"  and  it  is  impossible  to  say  ^ 
that  a  reservoir  does  not  come  within  that  description.  The  argument 
of  Mr.  LubK  might  perhaps  be  properly  addressed  to  a  committee  of 
the  House  of  Commons,  when  about  to  legislate  on  this  matter,  and 
consider  whether  reservoirs  ought  to  have  the  immunity  claimed  for 
them:  but  the  language  of  the  statute  before  us  so  plainly  includes 
the  matter  or  thing  in  question,  that  it  would  be  going  too  far  to  sa^ 
that  for  some  speculative  reason  it  ought  to  be  held  excluded.  It  is 
true  the  Legislature  have  specified  as  exempt  '*  canals,''  which  they 
need  not  have  done ;  but  we  cannot  on  that  account  take  upon  our- 
selves to  introduce  a  limitation  on  the  distinct  language  of  the  statute. 

On  the  remaining  point,  Mr.  Huddluton  has  said  everything  that 
ooald  be  said  in  favour  of  his  clients.  It  would,  however,  be  quite 
moonsistent  with  common  sense  to  allow  the  exception  for  which  he 
contends. 

Cbokpton,  J. — ^It  is  plain  common  sense  to  say  that  a  pipe,  which 
may  or  may  not  have  water  in  it,  cannot  be  looked  on  as  **  land" 
really  "  covered  with  water."  It  might  as  well  be  contended  that  a 
gas-pipe  is  a  pipe  covered  with  gas. 

(Hill,  J.,  had  left  the  Court.) 

Blackburn,  J.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  respondents  on  the  first  and  third  points, 
and  for  the  appellants  on  the  second. 


♦WILLIAM  TUNSTALL,  Appellant,  v.  JANE  LLOYD,  Re-  r^gg 

sponaent.  ^ 

STEPHENSON,  Appellant,  v.  TAYLOB,  Eespondent.    April  27. 

Z  O.  4,  c,  126,  f.  Z^~-Exempii<mfrom  ioU.—  VoluwUer», 

L  Avj  earrUga  boD&  fide  employed  in  eooTeying  Tolunteer  infaDtry  to,  or  bringlDg  tbOTb 
Wk  from,  a  plaee  of  military  exercise,  inspeetion,  or  review,  or  on  other  pnblio  duty,  ii  exempt 
frm  tell  by  rirtne  of  Tbe  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  O.  4,  c.  12ft,  f.  32. 

1  In  order  to  enjoy  thnt  immanity  the  enrriage  matt  be  employed,  not  perbapt  exolMtivtijf, 
Wt  at  lU  events  eateiaiiiiaf/y,  for  the  eonveyanoe  of  volnnteen :  per  Ooekbom,  C.  J. 
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Sl  A  mlmitMr  odhm  w«r»  •uembl^d'  at  It  bgr  i*gi«ieatal  onfor  for  ''marohins  ooli  dboS^r 
aad*  did  marah  out,  and  were  afterwai<dr  diamissod  at  tbe  bead.-qaarters  of  the  regimenU  Thcnt* 
nembera  of  the  corps  then  hired  a  hackney  oarriage,  and  proceeded  towards  home,  in  doing 
which  it  was  necessary  to  pass  through,  a  tnmpike.  No  one  else  was  in  the  carriage,  and  the 
TDlnnteera  were  dressed  in  their  nniforoi,  and  had  their  armfl  and  Mcontarements  according^  to 
the  regalationa  of  the  oorps :  Held,  that  tha  carriage  was.  exempt. flroa  toll  nndar  The  Geneiml 
Turnpike  Act,  3  a.  4,  o.  126,  s.  32. 

These  cases  are  reported  together,  as  relating  to  tlie  same  subject, 
and  having  been  heard  on  the  same  day.  Both  turned  on  the  follow- 
ing^ sections  of  The  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  G.  4,  c.  126. 

Sect.  32.  "No  toll  shall  be  demanded  or  taken  by  virtue  of  this  or 
any  other  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament,  on  any  turnpike  road  ...  for 
the  horse  or  horses  of  any  officers  or  soldiers  on  their  march  or  on 
duty,  or  for  any  horse  or  horses  or  other  beast,  or  any  cart,  carriage, 
or  wagon  employed  in  carrying  or  conveying,  or  returning  empty 
from  carrying  or  conveying,  having  been  employed  only  in  carrying 
or  conveying  the  arms  or  baggage  of  any  such  officers  or  soldiers,  or 
employea  in  carrying  or  conveying,  ar  returning  empty  from  having 
♦Qfil  ^®®^  employed  in  carrying  *or  conveying  any  sick,  wounded, 
-'  or  disabled  officers  or  soldiers,  or  for  any  wagon,  wain,  cart,  or 
other  carriage  whatsoever,  or  the  horse  or  horses  or  other  cattle  draw- 
ing the  same,  employed  in  conveying  any  ordnance,  or  barrack,  or 
commissariat,  or  other  public  stores  of  or  belonging  to  His  Majesty, 
or  for  the  use  of  His  Majesty's  forces,  or  returning  empty  from  hav- 
ing been  so  employed;  or  for  any  carriage  conveying  volunteer 
infantry,  or  for  any  horse  furnished  by  or  for  any  person  belonging 
to  any  corps  of  yeomanry  or  volunteer  cavalry  or  infantry,  and  rode 
by  him  in  going  to  or  returning  from  any  place  appointed  for  and  on 
the  days  of  exercise,  inspection,  or  review,  or  on  other  public  duty, 
provided  that  such  person  shall  be  dressed  in  the  uniform  of  his  corps, 
and  shall  have  his  arms,  furniture,  and  accoutrements  according  to 
the  regulations  of  such  corps  at  the  time  of  claiming  the  exemp- 
tion.   .    .     ." 

Sect.  S6.  "  If  any  person  or  persons  shall,  by  any  fraudulent  or 
collusive  means  whatsoever,  claim  or  take  the  benefit  of  any  exemp- 
tion from  toll  or  from  overweight,  or  for  using  any  additional  horse 
or  horses,  or  of  any  other  exemption  or  exemptions  whatsoever  in 
this  Act  contained,  every  such  person  shall  for  every  such  ofience 
forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  5l,\  and  in  all  cases  the  pr'>of 
of  exemption  shall  be  upon  the  person  claiming  the  same." 

TuNSTALL,  Appellant,  v.  Lloyd,  Respondent. 

This  was  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  under  stat.  20 
k  21  Vict.  c.  43.  s.  2,  which  disclosed  the  following  facts. 

At  a  petty  sessions  holden  at  the  County  Hall,  Abbey  Street,  in  the 
*ft71  ^^^^^"^^P  ^^  Birkenhead*  for  the  division  of  ♦the  hundred  of 

*  J  Wirral,  in  the  county  of  Chester,  on  Thursday,  6th  September 
1860,  before  Major-General  the  Honourable  Sir  Edward  Cost  and  the 
Reverend  Mark  Coxon,  two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace 
for  that  county ;  an  information  preferred  by  Jane  Lloyd  against  Wil- 
liam Tunstall,  under  stat.  3  G.  4,  c.  126,  a.  31,  charging  for  that  he, 
on  the  23d  August,  1860,  at  the  township  of  Bidston,  in  the  county 
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of  Chester,  did  fratidalently  and  fbi*cibly  pass-  through  a  ceTtatil  toll- 
gate  there  situate,  c  lUed  Bidstoh  toll-gate,  on  a  certain  turnpike  there, 
called  the  Woodside  and  Hoylake  turnpike,  with  a  certain  omnibus 
drawn  by  two  horses,  without  pitying  the  toll,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  8c?., 
then  and  there  payable  for  those  horses,  by  reason-  whereof  the  pay- 
ment of  that  toll  was  then  aiid  there  avoided)  contrary  to  the  0tatute, 
&c^  was  heard  and  determined,  the  said  parties  respectively  being  then 
present ;  and  upon  such  hearing  the  appellaai  was  duly  convicted  of 
that  offence,  and  adjudged  for  that  offence  to  forfeit  and  pay  the 
penalty  of  41tf.,  and  alflo  the  stun  of  8d.,  being  the  toll  unpaid,  and 
10s.  6d.  for  ooBts. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  information  it  was  admitted,  on  the  part  of 
ihe  appellant,  that  on  the  day  stated  in  the  information  he  had  driven 
an  omnibus  through  the  toll-gate  in  question,  and  that,  unless  his 
right  to  the  exemption  hereinafter  referred  to  should  be  established, 
a  toll  of  8dL  was  legally  due  and  payable  by  him,  and  that  he  had  in 
&ct  refused  to  pay  such  toll.    But  he  claimed  exemption  from  the 
payment  of  such  toll,  under  stat.  S  Q.  4,  c.  126,  s.  82,  on  the  ground 
that  the  omnibus  in  question  was  at  the  time  of  his  driving  it  through 
the  toll-Kate  "  A  carriage  conveying  volunteer  infantry."    In  8up[3ort 
of  this  claim  of  exemption  the  appellant  called  John  *Scott,  a   ^^^Q^ 
sergeant  in  the  First  Cheshire  Rifle  Corps,  being  a  corps  of  vol-   '■ 
anteer  infantry,  who  proved  that  the  members  of  that  corps  were  in 
the  habit  of  proceeding  by  an  omnibus  from  Birkenhead  to  Lasowe, 
a  distance  of  upwards  of  three  miles,  for  ball  practice,  and  at  the  time 
stated  in  the  information  several  members  of  that  corps  were  so  pro- 
ceeding by  the  omnibus  driven  by  the  appellant ;  but  the  witness  was 
onable  to  swear  that  on  the  occasion  in  question  no  other  persons 
than  volunteers  were  on  the  omnibus,  nor  was  any  evidence  to  that 
effect  offered  by  the  appellant    It  also  appeared,  from  the  evidence 
of  the  same  witness,  that  no  muster  had  been  made  by  the  sergeant, 
or  other  person  in  authority,  to  ascertain  that  none  but  volunteers 
were  present,  and  whether  the  volunteers  who  had  come  were  in  the 
aniform  dress  prescribed  by  the  commanding  oi&cer  to  be  worn  on 
occasions  of  drill  or  practice;  and  that  dome  of  the  volunteers  riding 
on  the  omnibus  at  the  time  were  not  in  fact  in  uniform,  and  some  who 
were  not  volunteers  were  believed  to  be  upon  the  omnibus  on  the  day 
in  question.     Upon  this  evidence  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the 
Ttspondent,  that  the  appellant  had  failed  to  bring  himself  within  the 
exemption  referred  to — the  meaning  of  the  statute,  as  contended  for 
by  the  respondent,  being  that  the  carriage  to  be  exempt  from  toll 
should  be  wholly  occupied  in  conveying  volunteer  infantry,  and  that 
such  volunteer  infantry  should  be  in  uniform,  and  have  their  arms, 
and  be  mustered  in  accordance  with  an  order  which  ought  to  have 
been  made  in  that  behalf  by  their  commanding  officer.   It  was  replied 
and  insisted  on  by  the  appellant  that  it  was  not  necessary  that  the 
carriage  should  be  wholly  occupied  by  volunteers,  or  that  the  volun- 
teers should  be  in  any  uniform,  or  have  their  arms,  *or  wear  their   r^^g 
tcooatrements,  in  pursuance  of  any  such  order  of  the  command-   *- 
ing  officer ;  but  the  appellant  contended  that,  admitting  the  proper 
Construction  of  the  words  of  the  statute  to  be  that  the  carriage,  to  be 
exempt,  should  be  wholly  occupied  in  conveying  volunteer  infantry, 
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still,  as  he  had  made  out  a  primfi  facie  case  of  exemption,  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  respondent  to  show,  if  she  could,  by  affirmative 
evidence,  that  the  omnibus  was,  in  fact,  conveying  other  than  volunteer 
infantry.  He  also  contended  that  the  proviso  requiring  the  wearing 
of  uniK>rm,  arms,  and  accoutrements,  did  not  apply  to  the  exemption 
of  volunteer  infantry,  but  only  to  the  horses  of  yeomanry  cavalrv, 
described  in  the  words  of  the  statute  immediately  following  the  words 
"volunteer  infantry."  The  justices  were  of  opinion  that  the  appel- 
lant had  failed  to  make  out  his  exemption  from  payment  of  the  toll, 
and  therefore  convicted  him,  and  adjudged  him  to  pay  the  toll  dc 
manded,  together  with  the  penalty  and  costs. 

The  questions  of  law  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were . 
Whether,  assuming  it  to  be  proved  that  the  carriage  was  eraploye<l 
in  carrying  volunteer  infantry,  the  fact  that  the  volunteers  were  not 
in  uniform,  and  had  not  been  mustered,  and  that  the  omnibus  may 
have  also  carried  others  than  volunteers,  would  prevent  it  from 
coming  within  the  exemption  above  referred  to.  And,  supposing  the 
Court  to  answer  that  question  in  the  affirmative,  whether  it  was  incum- 
bent on  the  appellant,  in  order  to  bring  himself  within  the  exemption, 
to  prove,  by  showing  that  the  volunteers  had  been  duly  mustered,  or 
otherwise  to  establish  in  evidence,  that  the  carriage  did  in  fact  carry 
none  but  volunteers ;  or  whether  it  was  incumbent  on  the  respondent, 
♦1001  ^  *pt'osecutrix,  to  prove  affirmatively  that  it  did  carry  others 
J  than  volunteers,  and  whether  the  fact  that  the  volunteers  were 
not  at  the  time  in  question  in  any  uniform,  or  had  not  with  them 
their  arms  or  accoutrements,  according  to  any  regulation  of  the  cor|is 
to  which  they  belonged,  disentitled  them  from  claiming  the  exemp- 
tion given  by  the  statute. 

Brett,  for  the  respondent. — The  question  raised  in  this  case  is  very 
important.  Section  36  of  The  Turnpike  Act,  8  G.  4,  c.  126,  imposes 
the  onus  of  proving  exemption  from  toll  on  the  party  claiming  the 
exemption.  Here  the  omnibus  was,  primfi  facie,  liable  to  toll,  and 
the  evidence  adduced  by  the  appellant  did  not  rebut  that:  for  he 
failed  in  showing  that  aU  the  persons  in  and  upon  the  omnibus  were 
volunteers;  and  it  even  appears  that  some  of  them  were  not  in  uni- 
form. It  would  be  impossible  for  any  toll-keeper  to  know  how  to  act 
if  a  claim  of  exemption  were  allowable  under  such  circumstances. 
[CoCKBURN,  C.  J. — It  is  not  stated  in  the  case  whether  this  was  an 
omnibus  publicly  plying  for  hire.  If  it  were,  the  question  would 
arise  whether  a  public  conveyance  can  come  within  the  exemption  at 
all ;  unless,  indeed,  it  carriea  volunteers  only,  in  which  case  it  might 
perhaps  be  exempt.] 

The  Court  then  directed  this  case  to  stand  over  until  the  other 
case  should  be  heard.(a) 

(a)  See  the  next  eaae. 

♦101]        *Stkphenson,  Appellant,  v.  Tatlor,  Respondent. 

The  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  under 
Stat.  20  k  21  Vict.  c.  43,  s.  2. 

"  The  appellant  is  a  captain  in  the  First  Surrey  Bitfe  Volunteers 
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and  the  respondent  is  collector  of  tolls  at  Kennington  tampike*gate, 
Sorrej ;  and  on  the  12th  June,  1860,  the  respondent  appeared  before 
me  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the  appellant,  '  for  that  he,  the  respond- 
ent, on  the  2d  day  of  Jan)9,  ;1860,  at  the  parish  of  Lambeth,  in  the 
county  of  Surrey,  and  within  tb^TiietropoIitan  Police  District,  being 
then  and  there  the  collector  of  follii.^t  a  certain  tarnpike-gate  there 
situate,  did  lawfully  demand  and  teke  .of  and  from  one  George  Hodg- 
kins  the  sum  of  &d.  as  and  for  toll  for  a.*carriage,  drawn  by  one  horse, 
then  passing  through  the  said  gate,  the*S^id  George  Hodgkins  being 
then  and  there  exempt  from  the  payment'  ^^-B^ch  toll  by  reason  that 
the  said  carriage  was  then  and  there  conveying  volunteer  infantry, 
and  the  said  George  Hodgkins  then  and  there  efaiming  such  exemp- 
tion,* contrary  to  the  provisions  of  stats.  8  G.  4f,.<5^:126,  s.  32,  and  4 
Q.  4.  a  95,  s.  80,  the  General  Turnpike  Acts.         "•••!-!.* 

"It  was  proved  before  me  that  Hodgkins  was  a  vb]^ii\t$er  belong- 
ing to  the  before-mentioned  corps,  and  that  on  the  2d 'dJUne'he  and 
others,  the  members  of  the  corps,  were  assembled  at  Kennkfgfoii,  by 
regimental  order  for  'marching  out  drill,'  and  did  marcH  oUt,  and 
were  afterwards  dismissed  at  the  head-quarters  of  the  regiment  at 
Hanover  Park,  Peckham ;  that  Hodgkins  and  two  other  members  of 
the  corps  then  hired  a  hackney  carriage  and  proceeded  towards  home, 
and  that  it  was  necessary  to  *pass  through  Bennington  turn-  i-^^m^ 
pike-gate  to  do  so ;  there  was  no  one  else  in  the  cab,  and  the  ^  ^ 
volunteers  were  dressed  in  their  uniform  and  had  their  arms  and 
accoutrements  according  to  the  regulations  of  the  corps.  The  re* 
spondent  demanded  8g?.  for  toll,  and  Hodgkins  claimea  exemption, 
which  the  respondent  refused  to  allow,  and  Hodgkins  paid  the  amount 
demanded. 

"Upon  the  part  of  the  respondent  it  was  contended  that  the  car- 
riage was  not  then  and  there  employed  in  conveying  volunteer 
infantry  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  Hodgkins  was 
not  entitled  to  exemption  from  the  payment  of  toll. 

^'I  was  of  opinion  that  the  exemption  did  not  extend  to  carriages 
used  by  members  of  a  volunteer  corps  for  their  own  private  ease  and 
convenience,  which  appeared  to  be  the  case  on  the  occasion  in  ques- 
tion ;  but  was  limited  to  carriages  used  in  performing  some  public 
duty  requiring  the  use  of  a  carriage. 

*^  It  was  argued  that  the  nature  of  the  duty  to  be  performed  to  give 
the  exemption  was  shown  by  subsequent  words  in  sect.  82  of  stat.  3 
0. 4,  c.  126 ;  and  that,  if  the  volunteer  was  going  to  or  returning 
from  any  place  appointed  for  and  on  the  davs  of  exercise,  and  was 
dressed  in  the  uniform  of  his  corps,  and  had  his  arms,  furniture,  and 
accoutrements,  according  to  the  regulations  of  such  corps,  he  was 
exempt  from  the  payment  of  toll ;  but,  looking  carefully  at  these 
words,  I  could  not  come  to  this  conclusion.  It  appears  to  me  that 
those  words  relate  only  to  the  exemption  of  horses  furnished  by  or 
'for  a  person  belonging  to  a  corps  of  yeomanry  or  volunteer  cavalry 
or  infantry,  and  rode  by  him  on  the  occasion  referred  to,  and  not  at 
all  to  carriages;  that,  in  the  <soiisideration  of  the  matter,  I  was  con- 
' fined  to  the  words  ♦^carriage  convening  volunteer  in&ntry;'  r^iAo 
itittt  I  was  bound  to  put  a  reaspnable  construction  upon^  these  >   , 
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words,  in  aecordanoe  with  other  provifsions  iu  the  section  relating  .ta 
the  exemption  ^of  carriages  when  ujie4  Jbj  the  iregular  forces  .of  (tl^ 
kingdom ;  and  that  if,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  lefore  ine, 
the  parties  were  exempt,  any  carrii^^;,  l^rith  any  number  of  hordes 
and  under  any  circumstances  whatever,  so  long  as  the  person  in 
whose  employment  it  was  belonged  to  a. volunteer  corps,  would  be 
alike  exempt,  which  I  thought :could  not  bo  intended. 

''I  therefore  dismissed  the  information. 

"  The  appellant,  being':4is8atisfied  with  my  judgment,  has  called  ^ 
upon  me  to  state  a  <?al»^"'for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench ;  and,  if  the.  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  I  was  wrong,  the 
case  will  be  remitte*d*jbo  me  for  further  proceedings. 

.;\>.  •'  "  G.  P.  ELLIOTT;'' 

Oarthy  foi7jSie- Appellant. — This  ease  is  'both  within  the  letter  and 
the  spirit-i^f'itat.  3  G.  4,  c.  126,  s.'82.  Here  was  a  "carriage  con- 
taining* VpluiAeer  infantry,"  ''returning  from  public  duty,"  with  all 
their,  arHiff/ furniture,  and  accoutrements;"  /Ehe  police  magistrate  was 
led  into  error  by  the.  erroneous  punctuation  of  the  section  in  some,  of 
the  printed  copies.  A  comma  ought  to  be  inserted  after  the  words 
''or  infantrjr,"  and  another  after  the  words- "rode  by  him." 

j&i/aA,  for  the  respondent. — ^In  order  to  put  a  just  construction  on 
this  statute,  it  will  be^necessary  to  look  at.the.general  course  of  legis- 
lation on  the  subject     The  first  exemption  from  toll  on  grounds  like 
*1041  ^^  ^present  is  found  in  stat.'44  G.  8,.c.  54,  "To  consolidate 
-'  and  amend  the  provisions  of  the  several  Acts  relating  to  corps 
of  yeomanry  and  volunteers  in  Great  Britain,.:A;c."     The  13th  sectipn 
enacts:  "No  toll  shall  be  demanded  or  taken* at  any  turnpike-gate  or 
bar  for  any  horses,  mares,  or  geldings,  rode  by  any  person  belonging 
to  any  corps  of  yeomanry,  or  by  any  field  officer  or  staff  officer  of 
volunteers,  in  going  to  any  place  for  4he  purpose  pf  exercise,  or 
returning  therefrom,  &c.;  provided  always,  that  every  such  peraon 
shall  be  dressed  in  the  uniform  of  his  corps,  and  have  his  arms  and 
accoutrements  according  to  the  regulations  provided  for  such  corps  at 
the  time  of  claiming  such  exemption  from  •  toll  as  aforesaid."    Th^n 
comes  the  statute  in  question,  which  grants  a  similar  exemption  to 
the  regular  forces.    And,  by  The  Mutiay  Act,  13  Vict,  c.  6,  s.  78,(a) 
"All  Her  Majesty's  officers  and  soldiers,  :being  in  proper  8taff;pr 
regimental  or  miutiary  uniform,  dress .  or  .ujodress,  and  their  horses 
{fxut  w>t  when  ptLSimg  in  uny  hired  crpmKUe ^vehicle)  9Lnd  all  recruits, 
.marching  by* route,  and  all  prisoners  .under  military  escort,  and  all 
.  enrolled  pensioners  in  uniform,  when  called  out  for  training  or  in  .aid 
.of  the  civil  power,  and  all  carriages  and  horses  belonging  to  Her 
Miyesty  or  employed  in  her  service  under  the  provisions  of  this  Act, 
when  conveying  persons  or  baggage  or  returning  therefrom,  shall,.  1i)e 
.exempted  from  payment  of  any  duties  and  tolls  on  embarking. or 
disembarking  from  or  upon  any  pier,  wharf,  quay,  or  landing  pla^ 
or  passing  turnpike  roads  or  bridges,,  &c."    .These  enactments,  take/i 
together,  show  that  the  Legislature  did  not  intend  to  grant  volunte^ 
*1051  ^^7  ^i^^^^^^^l  o^  personal  privilege  *in  this  respect;  aixi 
-'  .meant  merely  that  they  .were  to.be  exempt  from  toll  w^if^ 

(a)  It  te  worthy  obMiration  that  the  eomipondiiig  •eUaM  (i9et  61)  in  .tb«  zeeont  Maltey 
Ao1»  23  4  24  Viet  c.  9,  difi^n  from  the  aboTe. 


•1  BLUS,  IBESr -A  SUnCH.    t).  B.  kBb 

leting  in  disoluiTge  of  their  pablic  duties.  [Cockbubk,  C.  J. — Jb 
Aere  any  exemption  of  volunteero  from  foot  tolls  ?]  Only  in  some 
private  Acts.  If  an  officer  of  the  :regalar  army  loses  bis  exemption 
nrom  toll  when  in  a  private  carriage,  why  should  not  the  same  rule 
extend  to  an  officer  of  volanteers?  [Cockbubn^,  C.  J. — ^Because  it  is 
part  of  the  duty  of  the  regular  officer  to  go  to  the  place  where  the 
military  exercises  are  performed.  If,  therefore,  he  is  an  infantry 
officer,  and  chooses  to  go  luxoriously,  be  may  well  lose  the  exemption. 
By  the  Turnpike  Act  in  question,  carriages  conveying  officers  or 
soldiers  are  not  exempt  from  toll  unless  they  are  sick,  wounded,  or 
diiabled.]     That  has  been  altered  by  The  Mutiny  Act. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  of  Stephenson 
V,  Taylor  the  decision  of  the  polioe  magistrate  was  erroneous,  and 
that  he  ought  to  have  decided  in  favour  of  the  complainant.  The 
case  should  therefore  be  remitted  to  him  in  order  that  the  further 
oeeessary  proceedings  may  be  taken. 

On  looking  carefully  at  the  82d -section  of  the  Turnpike  Act,  3  G. 
4,  a  126,  on  which  the  question  depends,. I  think  it  must  be  under- 
stood to  mean  that  any  carriage  bon£  fide  employed  in  conveying 
Tolunteer  infantry  to,  or  bringing  them  back  from,  a  place  of  military 
exercise,  inspection,  or  review,  or  on  other  public  duty,  is  entitled  to 
exemption  ffom  toll.  But,  in  order  to  enjoy  that  immunitv,  the  car- 
riage must  be  employed  (I  will  not  say  exclusively,  but  aitostantiaUy) 
for  the  conveyance  of  volunteers.  On  the  one  hand,  the  mere  fact  of 
volanteers  ^being  in  or  upon  a  public- vehicle  which  is  plying  r«iAg 
for  hire,  and  may  be  used  by  any  person  who  chooses  to  avail  *- 
himself  of  it,  does  not  confer  exemption;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  and 
I  say  this  with  reference  to  the  ease  of  Tunstall  v.  Lloyd,  if  a  carriago 
•b  bon&  fide  in  use  for.  the  conveyance  of  volunteers  for  the  purposes 
specified  in  the  statute,  the  mere  accidental  circumstance  of  some  other 
persons  being  in  or  upon  it  does  not  deprive  it  of  its  privilege. 

In  the  construction  of  the  enactment  before  us,  some  difficulty  has 
•been  occasioned  by  the  erroneous  punctuation  to  be  found  in  some 
copies  of  the  statute.  On  the  parliament  roll  there  is  no  punctuatiop, 
and  we  therefore  are  not  bound  by  that  in  the  printed  copies.  W« 
can  give  the  section  a  sensible  construction  by  putting  a  comma  after 
the  words  "rode  by  him,"  and  applying  the  words  at  the  end  of  t^e 
chwae,  "in  going  to  or  returning  from  any  place  appointed  for  and  en 
the  days  of  exercise,  inspection,  or  review,  or  on  other  public  duty," 
to  the  prior  part,  i.  e.,  "  Any  carriage  conveying  volunteer  infantry." 
Our  attention  has  been  called  to  the  provision  in  The  Mutiny  Act, 
13  Vict.  c.  5,  relative  to  the  carriage  of  regular  troops.  There  are, 
however,  obvious  distinctions  between  regular  infantry  and  volunteers. 
The  former  are  usually  stationed  in  garrison  towns,  with  places  near 
them  for  exercise :  and  further,  their  whole  time  is  devoted  to  the 
pablic  service.  Volunteers,  on.  the  contrary,  have  usually  to  go  to  ^ 
distance  for  exercise:  besides  which,  they  have  also  civil  duties  .to 
perform.  They  are  persons  who,  to  protect  the  country  from  the 
\4uiger  of  invasion,  give  up  time  valuable  to  themselves  to  learn  mili- 
vtaiy  exercises,  and  likewise  put  themselves  to  considerable  expense; 
vtDd  we  can  quite  understand  *tfae  Legislature,  in  order  to  r«;fAf 
^looorage  that  spirit  in  the  general  public,  as  saying,  ''We  ^ 
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will  give  to  all  such  persons  as  go  in  carriages  to  their  duty  an 
exemption  from  toll."  A  Court  ought  not  to  put  a  strained  and 
forced  construction  on  a  statute  made  for  the  benefit  of  volunteers; 
still  less  to  import  into  it  a  provision  relative  to  regular  forces  which 
is  found  in  another  statute. 

Crompton,  J. — With  respect  to  this  case  of  Stephenson  v.  Taylor, 
I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion ;  and  think  both  the  words  and 
intention  of  the  statute  are  in  accordance  with  it.  The  section  in 
question  confers  exemption  on  any  "carriage  conveying  volunteer 
infantry."  That  cannot  mean  volunteer  infantry  in  every  case,  but 
volunteer  infantry  going  to  or  returning  from  their  place  of  exercise: 
it  would  be  absurd  to  apply  it  to  every  case  where  volunteer  infantry 
are  carried  in  uniform,  as,  for  instance,  to  a  feast. 

The  other  case  of  Tunstall  v,  Lloyd  is  suggested  to  be  that  of  a 
public  omnibus,  which  would  have  gone  the  way  it  did,  whether  vol- 
unteers were  in  it  or  not ;  and,  if  that  were  so,  it  coald  hardly  be  said 
to  be  carrying  volunteers  within  the  meaning  of  this  enactment. 
Perhaps  it  applies  to  a  public  omnibus  hired  to  take  volunteers  on 
their  journey;  but  that  point  will  be  decided  when  it  arises. 

To  return,  however,  to  the  main  question.  Mr.  Lushes  argument 
must  go  to  this,  that  we  are  to  interpolate  some  words  in  the  seCtioa. 
Now,  I  do  not  see  what  words  to  interpolate;  besides  which,  we  can- 
not put  words  into  a  statute  without  something  clearly  indicating  an 
intention  in  the  Legislature  that  they  should  be  there.  I  do  not  think 
*1081  *^y  ^^g^^  is  thrown  on  this  *matter  by  the  provisions  made  by 
J  other  statutes  for  the  regular  army  or  its  officers.  As  they 
are  persons  who  give  up  all  their  time  to  public  duty,  and  are  paid 
for  it,  a  difference  has  been  made  (in  my  mind  most  properly  made) 
between  them  and  volunteers.  I  think  it  both  reasonable  and  right, 
and  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  to  take  public  burdens 
off  the  latter  in  return  for  the  sacrifice  they  make  of  their  time  to  the 
public. 

(Hill,  J.,  was  absent.) 

Blackburn,  J. — The  doubt  in  the  mind  of  the  police  magistrate, 
in  the  case  of  Stephenson  v.  Taylor,  seems  to  have  been  that  the 
exemption  created  oy  this  section  was  limited  to  carriages  engaged  in 
the  performance  of  some  public  duty  requiring  the  use  of  a  carriage. 
But,  looking  at  the  words,  I  think  the  meaning  of  the  Legislature  to 
the  contrary  is  sufficiently  expressed.  There  is  a  distinction  between 
regular  troops  and  volunteers,  which  accounts  for  the  difference  in 
the  legislation  respecting  them.  Begular  troops  live  in  barracks. 
If  infantry,  they  are  not  marched  out  for  their  muster  or  exercise  to 
a  distance  from  which  they  may  have  to  return  the  next  day.  Not  so 
with  volunteers.  Acting  on  that  view,  the  Legislature  say  that  no 
duty  shall  be  taken  for  "  any  carriage  conveying  volunteer  infantry, 
or  for  any  horse  furnished  by  or  for  any  person  belonging  to  any 
corps  of  yeomanry  or  volunteer  cavalry  or  infantry,  and  rode  by  him 
in  going  to  or  returning  from  any  place  appointed  for  and  on  the 
days  of  exercise,  inspection,  or  review,  or  on  other  public  duty,  4c." 
♦1091  "^^  exemption  is  here  clearly  established  *in  favour  of  a  hors^ 
-'  ridden  by  a  volunteer  when  on  public  duty.  But  an  infantry 
'Volunteer  on  public  duty  may  require  a  carriage.    He  is  cleariy 
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exempt  from  toll  if  he  is  riding  a  horse,  and  it  is  difficult  to  see  any 
ground,  in  reason  and  sense,  why  a  man  is  to  be  exempt  from  toll 
because  he  is  riding  a  horse,  but  not  if  he  sits  in  a  vehicle  behind  a 
horse.  The  case  is  quite  different  from  that  of  an  omnibus  or  stage 
ooach,  on  which  volunteers  get  up  and  ride.  There  it  is  a  question 
for  the  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  the  cause  is  heard  to  decide 
whether  the  omnibus,  &c.,  was  taking  them  to  the  place  of  duty.  I 
should  think  if  it  were  plying  for  hire  in  the  ordinary  way  it  would 
not  be  exempt ;  but  I  will  say  no  more  on  that  until  the  question 
directly  arises. 

In  Stephenson  v,  Taylor,  Judgment  for  the  appellant. 

Tunstall  v,  Lloyd  sent  back  to  the  justices  to  oe  restated.(a) 

(ci)  We  undentand  that  no  farther  stept  wUl  ho  taken  in  that  cafe. 


STEPHEN  WITT,  Administrator  of  the  eflfects  of  PRISOILLA 
FLOYD,  deceased,  v,  DAVID  AMIS.    April  29. 

Policy  of  insurance. — Donaiio  mortit  eausd. 
A  policy  of  life  insaraoce  may  be  the  rabject  of  a  donatio  mortit  cauBlI. 

AcnoN  for  the  conversion  by  defendant  of  certain  goods  and  chat- 
tels of  Priscilla  Floyd,  to  wit,  a  policy  of  assurance,  granted  by  The 
Kent  Mutual  Life  Assurance  *Society,  for  1000/.,  on  the  life  r#|iA 
of  the  said  Priscilla  Floyd,  and  a  certain  deposit  note  for  400t,  '• 
made  by  the  manager  of  The  National  Provincial  Bank  of  England, 
at  Southampton,  whereby  the  said  bank  acknowledged  to  hold  the 
said  sum  of  400/.  as  moneys  of  the  said  Priscilla  Floyd.  The  decla- 
ration also  contained  a  count  in  detinue,  in  respect  of  the  same  goods 
and  chattels. 

Pleas.  1.  Not  guilty.  2.  Non  detinet.  8.  That  the  goods  were  not 
the  goods  of  the  plaintiff  as  administrator.    Issue  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Blackburn,  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after 
Hilary  Term,  1861,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  and  the  intestate 
were  engaged  to  be  married,  and  were  living  together  as  man  and 
wife,  ^e  intestate  was  taken  suddenly  ill ;  and  while  ill,  and  after- 
wards, before  her  death,  she  gave  the  policy  and  deposit  note  to  the 
defendant,  saying,  "  These  are  yours ;"  expressing  a  belief  that  she 
was  dying.  The  defendant  contended  that  this  was  a  donatio  mortis 
cau3l  The  learned  Judge  asked  the  jury  whether  they  thought  the 
policy  and  deposit  note  were  given  to  the  defendant  at  a  time  when 
the  intestate  thought  she  was  ojring.  The  jury  found  they  were.  A 
verdict  was  enterra  for  the  defendant,  leave  being  reserved  to  move 
to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  policy  and  deposit  note  could  not  be  the  subject  of  a  donatio 
mortis  causS. 

Parry,  Serjt.,  in  this  Term,(a)  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  the 
Terdict  for  the  plaintifi^  on  that  ground. — ^A  policy  of  insura,|ice  can- 

(o)  Friday,  April  S8th.    Btforo  CodilmrD,  C.  J.,  Crompton,  HiU  and  Blaokbum,  Ji. 
1«»  B.  *  S.,  VOL.  I, — 6 
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*1111  ^^^  ^  ^^^  subject  of  a  donatio  *mortis  catuii.  The  subject* 
-I  matter  of  a  donatio  mortis  causfi  must  be  something  the  pro* 
perty  in  which  would  pass  by  delivery ;  that  is  the  rule  given  in  Williams 
on  Executors,  vol.  I.,  p.  693  (6th  ed.),  and  which  was  recognised  by 
the  Court  in  Miller  v.  Miller,  8  P.  W.  856,  and  in  Ward  v.  Turner, 
2  Yes.  481.  A  bill  of  exchan^e^  or  a  check  payable  to  bearer,  or 
order,  passes  by  delivery,  and  therefore  if  ^iven  in  contemplation  of 
death,  may  be  the  subject  of  a  donatio  mortis  causfi:  Yeal  v.  Yeal,  27 
Beav.  303,  Bankin  v.  Weguelin,  27  Beav.  809.  So  may  a  mortgage. 
Bat  not  a  policy  of  insurance,  the  interest  in  which  does  not  pass  by 
mere  delivery.  Here  there  was  no  regular  assignment  of  the  policy. 
In  Ward  v.  Turner,  it  was  held  that  the  mere  delivery  of  receipts  for 
South  Sea  annuities  was  not  sufficient  to  constitute  such  a  gift.  The 
nature  of  a  donatio  mortis  causfi  is  fully  gone  into  in  Story  on  Equity 
Jurisprudence,  vol.  I.,  c.  x.  [Finlaaan,  amicus  curias,  cited  Barton  v. 
Gainer,  8  H.  &  N.  387.t]  Our.  adv.  vuU. 

CocxBURN,  C.  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

In  this  case  we  took  time  to  consider  whether  there  is  any  distinc- 
tion between  a  policy  of  life  insurance  and  a  bond  or  mortgage,  as 
regards  its  capability  of  being  made  the  subject  of  a  donatio  mortis 
caussL  We  do  not  think  that  any  such  distinction  exists,  and  are  of 
opinion  that  a  policy  of  life  insurance  may  be  the  subject  of  a  gift 
of  that  nature.    The  rule  must  therefore  be  refused. 

Bule  refused. 


i^M. 


Though  the  donatio  morftt  camU  by  mortgage:  Chase  v.  Redding,  18 

breaks  in  upon  the  policy  of  ovr  testa-  Gray  418 ;  Bomeman  v.  Sidlinger,  3 

meniaiy  legislation,  and  is  indeed  de-  Shepl.  429.     So  of  the  bond  of  a 

raved  fW>m  rules  of  the  Roman  kw,  stranger,  or  of  the  donee  himself: 

which  we  repudiate,  it  has  for  some  Wells  «.  Tucker,  8  Binn.  366;  Waring 

reason  taken  strong  hold  in  tiiis  ooun-  v.  Edmunds,  11  Maryl.  424 ;  Lee  v. 

try«  as  well  as  in  England,  and  has  Boak^  11  Gratt.  182.     The   donee's 

been  extended  to  as  many  subjects,  own  promissory  note,  or  his  draft,  how- 

K^ot  only  specific  chattels,  but  choses  in  ever,  unless  where  the  last  has  been 

action  in  general  are  within  its  scope :  already  accepted,  or  where,  as  perhaps 

Bomeman  t;.  Sidlinger,  8  Shepl,  429 ;  in  the  case  of  a  check,  it  operates  of 

Parish  v.  Stone,  14  Pick.  205.    Thus  itself  as  an  assignment  of  an  existing 

the  promissoiy  note  of  a   stranger,  fund,  is  not  good  as  such  a  gift,  being 

wliether  payable  to  bearer  or  order,  a  mere  promise  without  consideration : 

may  be  given  m^rfu  ceiod,  by  delivery  Smith  v.  Kittridge,  21  Verm.  238; 

ef  the  instrument  itself:  Grover  v.  HoUey  v.  Adams,  16  Id.  206;  Harris 

«Gn>ver,  24  Pick.  261;    Sessions  v.  v.  Clark,  8  Comst.  93 ;  Crug  v.  Cndg, 

Moseley,  4  Cosh.  87 ;  Bates  v.  Kemp-  8  Barb.  Gh.  76 ;  Parish  v.  Stone,  14 

too,  7  Gray  882 ;  Brown  v.  Brown,  18  Pick.   198 ;  Raymond  v.  Silick,  10 

Conn.  410 ;  Coatant  v.  Schuyl^,  1  Conn.  489 ;  Flint  v.  Pattee,  88  N.  H. 

Paige  816 ;  Jones  ».  Dyer,  16  Ala.  520 :  Wright  v.  Wright^  1  Cowcn  598, 

221;  Turpin  v.  Thompson,  2  Meto.  being  overruled. 
(Ky.)  420.    And  this  though  secured 
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♦QABTON  and  Another  v.  Tke  BBISTOL  and  EXETER  .^^^^^ 

Bailway  Companj.    May  S.  ^ 

Common  Carrier. — Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  17  d:  IS  VicL  c.  31.— I7nmw(m- 
oftlr  eDNdiitfMi. — Bristol  and  EisUr  Railway  Company. — Money  had  and  received, 

L  ▲  nSiWKf  Cvmpmmy,  eftrrjiBg  on  tiuiaett  m  oommon  osriian  for  hirOy  leAMod  to  rteoiro 
evtaio  goodi  tosdored  to  ihom  for  oarriof^  aa  Bneh,  anlot f  the  seiidor  of  tho  gooda  woald  tigii 
a  eondition  by  which  the  Company  were  not  to  be  aotweraUe  "  for  the  loaf,  detention,  or  da* 
■afi  %t  aa J  package  inrolBeiently  or  iaiproiMrly  peeked,  marked,  directed,  or  deseribed'' : 
Held  aa  aijaal  and  antaaeeaaMa  eondition,  both  al  common  law  and  under  the  Railway  and 
Caaat  Trafie  Aet,  17  A  18  Viet  e.  SI. 

1  SewtbUf  per  Godibamy  C.  J.,  that  a  eoadition  impoaed  by  a  railway  Company  carrying  on 
Variaeta  aa  eoauaon  oamers  for  hira^  that  **  no  claim  for  damage  will  be  allowed  unless  made 
withia  three  daya  after  the  delirery  of  the  goods,  nor  for  loi s  unless  made  within  three  days 
of  the  time  that  Aey  shoaM  be  ddiveted,"  is  ttfljuat  and  unreasonable. 

9b  A  railway  Goaspany,  earryiag  on  bofinesa  as  common  carriers  for  hire^  reflased  t«  nceire 
the  goods  of  A.  B.  on  the  ground  that  they  were  tendered  after  a  quarter  past  ftre  ia  the  eren* 
iag^  although  they  did  receire  the  goods  of  C.  D.  at  a  later  hour:  Held,  that)  in  the  absence  of 
ezplaaatiea,  this  was  unlawful  conduct  in  the  Company,  and  A.  B.  haring  sustained  damage 
la  eeaaaqnenee  of  H,  waa  eatitled  to  recorer  against  them* 

4  A  deelaration  alleged  that  a  railway  Company,  carrying  on  buslaeaa  aa  ooamon  carrierv 
fltr  Ure^  refueed  to  carry  certain  goods  unless  the  sender  of  the  gooda  would  sign  "certain 
■Bjast  and  uareaeonable  conditions^ :  Held,  that  this  allegation  was  satisled  by  proof  that  one 
«f  tiia  eondicions  thus  required  to  be  signed  was  unjust  and  unreasonable. 

k  The  Briatel  and  Bleler  Railway  Company  was  iaeorporaled  by  stat.  •  A  t  W.  4,  c.  zxx^L, 
by  which  it  was  enaetad  (inter  alia),  sect  174»  that  all  persoaa  should  bara  free  access  to  uae 
the  railway  with  carriages  constructed  as  directed  by  the  Ad    Sect.  17ft,  that  the  Company 
Boght  charge  a  tonnage  of  so  much  per  mile  upon  all  things  conreyed  along  the  railway.  Sect 
177,  thai  the  Company  might  provide  locomotire  engines  or  other  power  for  drawing  things 
upon  the  railway,  and  receire  such  sums  for  the  use  of  them  as  they  should  think  proper,  in 
sddithm  to  the  other  sums  anthoriied  to  be  takan.    Sect.  178,  that  they  might  use  locomotiTC 
engiass  or  other  power,  and,  in  carriages  or  wagona  propelled  theroby,  ceaToy  thiags  along  tho 
railway,  and  make  such  nnonable  chargea  for  conTcyance  aa  they  might  determine  upon,  in 
additica  to  tbo  ratea  or  tolls  aathoriaed  to  bo  taken.  By  sect  183  they  wen  IHiewise  authorised 
to  ia  the  sum  to  ha  charged  for  snull  pascels  dot  exceeding  600  lbs.  weight  cash.    Beel  184 
eaactsd,  that  whero  things  or  persons  wero  conTcyed  for  a  less  distance  than  aix  miles,  the 
Compeay  might  demand  and  recelTO  tiie  aforementioned  "rates,  tells,  and  chargea  for  oenrey- 
anee'*  for  six  miles ;  aad  sects.  186,  184,  and  187  contained  ceriain  other  provisions  rolatiTO  to 
"  ratu  and  tolls  only."    By  sect.  188  they  wero  directed  to  affix  on  boards  upon  their  tolU 
heascs,  Ac,  a  list  of  the  rates  and  tolls  directed  by  them  to  be  taken.    By  stat  8  A  0  Vict  c. 
elr.  1.  if  the  powers  of  lR>rmcr  Acts  regulaiing  the  Company  aro  extended  to  that  Act,  except 
soch  Bs  expired  by  effluxion  of  time;  or  are  inapplicable  to  it,  or  inconsistent  with  or  provided 
for  hy  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  or  with  such  of  the  provisions  of  the  Railways 
CoBselidatloa  Act  aa  wero  made  applicable  to  that  Act    Sect  18  Hxed  the  sum  which  the  Com- 
pany Bight  charge  for  passengers ;  and  aect  1 9  gave  a  acale  of  so  much  a  ton  per  mile,  in  respect 
•f  snieies  conveyed  en  the  railway.    A.  B.  deliverod  goods  to  tho  Company  to  be  carried. 
Than  wero  of  diffennt  kinds,  and  wen  made  up  in  packages,  soma  of  which  exceeded,  aad 
elhen  of  which  did  not  exceed,  600  lbs.  weight  each.    The  charges  made  by  the  Company  and 
paid  by  A.  B.  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods  on  the  railway  amounted  to  sums  which  (after  de- 
duatiag  rcaaoaable  sums  for  the  expenses  of  loading  and  unloading)  exceeded  the  maximum 
siau  aathoriaed  to  be  charged  for  the  carriage  of  the  several*  kinds  of  goods  respectively  by 
•tat  I A  9  Viet.  o.  dv.  s..  19:  Held  that  A.  B.  was  entitled,  under  a  count  for  money  had  and 
nssirtd,  to  roeover  back  the  sums  paid  by  him  in  excess  of  the  sums  authorised  to  be  charged 
f«r  carriage  of  goods  by  8  A  9  Vict  c.  civ.,  upon  such  of  those  packages  of  goods  as  exceeded 
MO  lbs.  in  weight,  hut  not  upon  the  nst. 

1  The  above  Company  published  a  scalo  of  charges  at  which  parcels  would  be  carried  alMg 
tbiir  Hdc,  including  aelteetion  and  delivery  within  certain  limits,  if  delivered  by  the  Company's 
tppciaCcd  agents.  A.  B.,  a  carrier,  in  the  course  of  his  business  as  such,  forwarded  from  Bris- 
H  by  passenger  aad  van  trains  on  the  railway,  pareels  of  goods  which  wen  consigned  to  his 
H«is  residing  at  various  towns  and  places  on  the  line  of  the  railway  for  delivery  by  such 
VMt  On  all  aaah  ooeairioaa  the  paroela  in  question  wero  eoUected  by  A.  B.  from  hia  eaa- 
iMMis  ia  Briatol^  and  wero  taken  by  him  with  his  own  horses,  carts^  aad  servants  to  tho  rail-, 
*iy  Ustioa  thars^  from  whence  they  wero  forwarded  to  some  other  station  on  the  railway.    On 
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other  ofoaaioni  the  agenti  of  A.  B.,  reiiding  at  Bsotor  sod  other  plioei  on  tha  line  of  the  rafl* 
way,  forwarded  thence  bj  paanngor  and  ran  trainf  to  A.  B.  at  Bristol  parceU  of  gooda  for  de- 
lirery  in  BristoL  On  all  taeh  laat-mentioned  oecaiiont  the  parcelf  were  reoeired  hy  A.  B.  at 
the  railway  station  at  Bristol,  and  from  thence  delirered  by  him,  in  bis  own  carts  and  raas, 
to  the  parties  in  Bristol  to  whom  they  were  directed.  The  sums  paid  by  A.  B.  to  the  Company 
for  the  carriage  on  the  railway  of  all  the  abore>mentioned  parcels  which  were  so  respectiTcIy 
forwaided  and  reoeiTed  by  A.  B.  inelnded,  in  accordance  with  the  rates  fixed  by  the  said  scale 
l>ills,  charges  for  collection  and  delirery  in  Bristol,  thongh  snoh  serrioes  were  not  in  fact  per- 
formed  by  the  Company  for  A.  B. :  Held  tb at  these  sums  were  improperly  charged,  and  might- 
bo  recovered  back  under  a  eonnt  for  money  had  and  receired. 

7.  The  aboTO  Company  charged  A.  B.  certain  sums,  reasonable  in  (hemselTes,  for  carrying 
his  goods  along  their  line,  while  they  carried  the  like  goods  for  other  parties  at  lower  rates : 
Held  that  A.  B.  was  not  entitled,  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  to  recover  from  the 
Company  the  excess  of  the  sums  paid  by  him  above  those  paid  by  the  other  parties. 

8.  In  the  case  of  the  same  Company,  whenever  any  of  the  public  (not  being  carriers)  brought' 
and  delivered  at  one  time  a  number  of  separate  pareels  or  packages  to  the  Company  to  be  car- 
ried, if  they  all  contained  goods  of  the  same  kind  or  description  (sneh  as  drugs  or  drapery ), 
and  were  addressed  to  the  same  party,  the  Company  were  in  the  habit  of  charging  them  in  tha 
aggregate  according  to  the  parcels  rates  where  the  aggregate  weight  did  not  exceed  500  Iki., 
and  according  to  the  lower  or  tonnage  rates  where  the  aggregate  weight  exceeded  500  Hit. 
Whereas  if  A.  B.  brought  a  number  of  separate  parcels  or  packages  of  the  same  kind  to  the 
Company  to  be  carried,  whieh  (though  addressed  also  to  the  diiferent  ultimate  consignees  for 
whom  they  were  intended)  bore  a  separate  sddress  to  A.  B.,  and  at  the  end  of  the  jonmey  wore 
received  by  him  or  his  agents  from  the  Company,  the  Company  charged  A.  B.  for  each  parcel 
or  package  separately.  If  (as  oecasionally  happened),  amongst  a  number  of  separate  packa^^ea 
so  bronght  by  A.  B.  to  the  Company  to  be  carried,  two  or  more  of  the  same  kind  were  found  ta 
he  addressed  to  the  same  ultimate  eonsignee,  the  Company  aggregated  those  which  were  so  ad* 
dressed  to  the  same  ultimate  consignee,  but  refused  to  aggregate  the  others :  Held,  that  th« 
Company  were  Justiiled  in  so  charging. 

9.  In  the  case  of  the  same  Company  it  appeared  that,  on  various  occasions  since  the  publica-' 
tlon  of  the  scale  bills,  A.  B.  brought  and  delivered  goods  to  the  Company  to  be  eonveyed,  for 
the  conveyance  of  which  goods  the  Company  demanded,  and  A.  B.  paid,  sums  exceeding  tha 
rates  speeifled  in  the  scale  hills.  These  sums  were,  in  some  instances,  demanded  by  the  Com- 
pany's servants  through  mistake;  in  other' instances,  the  demand  was  made  intentionally: 
Coneessum,  that  this  claim  of  the  Company  could  not  be  supported. 

10.  SembU,  that,  in  order  to  ehtltle  the  Company  to  make  any  of  the  above  charges,  they 
were  not  bound  to  alBx  to  their  tollhouses,  Ac,  boards  indicating  the  amount  of  their  rafeaf 
and  tolls ;  but 

11.  Held  that,  if  they  even  were,  their  having  neglected  to  do  so  did  not  entitle  A.  B.  to 
recover  back  as  money  had  and  received,  any  of  the  above  payments  made  by  him. 

This  cause  came  on  for  trial  at  the  Bristol  Spring  Assizes,  1860, 
when,  by  consent,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiffs,  with  100o£ 
damages,  subject  to  the  award  of  a  barrister :  the  arbitrator  to  state 
the  facts,  in  a  special  case,  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court ;  assess  the 
damages  contingently  on  the  several  counts ;  and  direct  whether  the 
verdict  should  stand,  and,  if  so,  for  what  amount  of  damages;  or 
whether  a  verdict  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants,  or  a  nonsuit 
entered,  &c. 

In  accordance  with  this  submission  the  arbitrator  found  the  facts 
as  follows. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
carriers,  and  carried  on  business  as  such  carriers  at  (amongst  other 
places)  Bristol,  by  collecting  and  receiving  from  persons  goods  and 
packages,  to  be  by  the  plaintiffs  carried  from  Bristol  to  divers  other 
places,  and  at  such  places  delivered  for  hire  and  reward,  which  they/ 
the  plaintiff,  did  by  sending  such  goods  and  package^  „by  railway 
from  Bristol  to  such  places,  &c. ;  and  the  defendant^/v^erp;  common* 
carriers  of  goods  and  chattels  for  hire  from  Bristol  Station ^tp  divi^^* 
other  places :  and  thereupon,  to  wit,  on  divers  days  and  tim^,  thd' 
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plaintifb  caused  to  be  tendered  to  the  ^defendante,  they  beinff  r«i  15 
sach  common  carriers  as  aforesaid,  at  Bristol  Station  aforesaid  ^ 
(being  the  place  by  them  then  used  in  the  way  of  their  said  business 
as  common  carriers  for  the  receipt  of  parcels  and  goods  to  be  by  them 
carried  and  conveyed  as  such  common  carriers  as  aforesaid),  certain 
goods  of  the  plaintiflEs,  and  then  requested  the  defendants  to  receive 
and  to  carry  and  convey  the  same  from  Bristol  Station  aforesaid  to 
the  said  other  places  to  which  they  were  carriers  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
defendants  then  had  ample  convenience  for  receiving  and  carrying 
and  conveying  the  same  according  to  the  requirement  of  the  plaintiff 
in  that  behalf,  and  they  might,  could,  and  ought  to  have  received, 
carried,  and  conveyed  the  same  as  aforesaid,  and  the  plaintiflGs  were 
then  ready  and  willing,  and  then  offered,  to  pay  to  the  defendants 
such  sums  of  money  respectively  as  the  defendants  were  legally  enti- 
tled to  receive  for  the  receipt  and  carriage  and  conveyance  of  the  said 
goods  respectively  from  Bristol  Station  aforesaid  to  the  respective 
places  aforesaid,  and  all  other  charges,  whatsoever,  which  the  defend- 
ants were  then  authorized  or  entitled  to  make  or  receive  for  the  receipt 
carriage,  and  conveyance  of  the  said  goods  respectively,  in  mannei* 
as  aforesaid :  and  the  plaintiff  were  also  ready  and  willing  to  perform 
all  JQst  and  reasonable  conditions,  on  their  part  to  be  performed,  to 
entitle  them  to  have  their  said  goods  received,  carried,  and  conveyed 
by  the  defendants  as  such  common  carriers  as  aforesaid :  of  all  which 
the  defendants  had  due  notice :  Yet  the  defendants,  not  regarding 
their  duty  as  such  common  carriers  as  aforesaid,  but  contriving,  and 
wrongfully  and  unjustly  intending,  to  injure  the  plainti£b,  did  not, 
nor  would,  when  they  were  so  requested  as  aforesaid,  or  at  any  time 
afterwards,  ♦receive,  carry,  or  convey  the  said  goods  respect-  r^-i-ig 
ively  from  Bristol  Station  aforesaid  to  the  respective  places  ^ 
aforesaid,  but  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do,  unless  the  plain- 
tiff signed  certain  unjust  and  unreasonable  conditions,  with  reference 
to  the  receipt,  carriage,  and  conveyance  of  the  said  goods ;  whereby 
the  plaintiff  were  forced  and  obliged  to  and  did  procure  the  said  goods 
to  be  carried  and  conveyed  from .  Bristol  Station  aforesaid  to  the 
respective  places  aforesaid  at  much  greater  expense  than  the  plaintiflb 
were  ready  and  willing  to  pay,  and  the  defendants  were  entitled  to 
receive,  for  the  same  carriage  and  conveyance  of  the  said  goods  as 
aforesaid,  and  were  also  delayed  in  the  conveyance  of  the  said  goods 
as  aforesaid  for  divers  long  spaces  of  time,  and  were  greatly  injured 
in  their  trade  and  business  as  carriers. 

The  second  count  stated  that  the  plaintiff  were  such  common  car- 
riers as  aforesaid :  and  the  defendants,  before  and  at  the  times  there- 
inafter mentionea,  were  conmion  carriers  of  goods  and  chattels  for 
hire  from  Bristol  to  certain  other  places ;  and  the  plaintiff,  to  wit,  on 
divers  days,  at  reasonable  times,  caused  to  be  tendered  to  the  defend- 
ants, they  then  being  such  common  carriers  as  aforesaid,  at  Bristol 
Station  as  aforesaid  (being  the  place  by  them  then  used,  in  the  way 
of  their  said  business  as  common  carriers,  for  the  receipt  of  parcels 
and  goods  to  be  by  them  carried  and  conveyed,  as  such  common  car- 
riers as  aforesaid),  certain  goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  then  requested 
the  defendants  to  receive  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  being  carried 
and  conveyed  by  the  defendants  as  such  common  carriers  as  aforesaid ; 
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and  the  defondaats  then  had  ample  oonyenienee  for  receiving,  oarry* 
*1171  ^^9'  ^^^  oonveying  the  same,  aooording  to  the  requirement 
^  *of  the  pbiintiffs  in  that  behalf,  and  the  plainti£&  were  then 
ready  and  willing,  and  then  offered,  to  pay  to  the  defendants  such  sum 
of  money  as  the  defendants  were  legally  entitled  to  receive  for  the 
receipt  and  carriage  of  the  said  goods  respectively,  and  all  other 
charges  whatsoever  which  the  defendants  were  then  authorized  or 
entitled  to  make  or  receive,  for  the  receipt  and  carriage  of  the  said 
goods  respectively,  and  were  ready  and  willing  to  perform  all  just  and 
reasonable  conditions  on  their  part :  of  which  the  defendants  had  due 
notice :  Yet  the  defendants,  not  regarding  their  duty  as  such  common 
carriers  as  aforesaid,  but  contriving,  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly 
intending,  to  injure  the  plaintii&  (though  they  did  receive  at  the  said 
times,  and  up  to  a  later  nour  of  the  evening  of  the  said  days  than  a 
quarter  past  6  o'clock,  the  goods  of  a  certain  other  person  for  the 
purpose  of  being  carried  and  conveyed  by  them  as  such  common 
carriers  as  aforesaid),  did  not  nor  would,  at  the  said  times,  being  later 
than  a  quarter  past  5  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  said  days,  when 
they  were  so  requested  as  aforesaid,  receive  the  said  goods  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  be  carried  and  conveyed  by  them ;  but  wholly  neglected 
and  refused  so  to  do,  on  the  ground  that  the  goods  were  tendered  aHar 
a  quarter  past  6  o'clock  in  the  evening  of  the  days,  which  was  an 
^unjust,  unreasonable,  and  illegal  excuse  for  not  receiving,  carrying, 
and  conveying  the  said  goods  as  aforesaid ;  whereby  the  plaintifib  had 
been  delayed  in  the  conveyance  of  the  said  goods,  and  had  been 
greatly  injured  in  their  trade  and  business  of  carriers. 

The  third  count  was  for  money  payable  by  the  defendants  to  the 

plainti£&  for  money  received  by  the  defendants  to  the  use  of  the 

*1181   P^^^^^y  ^^^  ^^^  money  *found  to  be  due  from  the  defendants 

^  to  the  plaintiffs  on  accounts  stated  between  them.    And  the 

plaintifiEs  claimed  lOOOt. 

The  defendants  pleaded. 

First,  to  the  first  and  second  counts,  Not  guilty. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  first  count,  a  denial  that  the  plaintiff  were 
ready  and  willing,  or  offered,  to  pay  the  defendants  such  sums  of 
money  as  the  defendants  were  legally  entitled  to  receive  for  the  receipt 
and  carriage  and  conveyance  of  the  goods  respectively  from  Bristol 
Station  to  the  respective  places  in  that  count  mentioned,  and  the  other 
charges  which  the  defendants  were  authorized  or  entitled  to  make  or 
receive  for  the  receipt,  carriage,  and  conveyance  of  the  goods  respect* 
ively. 

Thirdly,  as  to  the  second  county  a  similar  denial  to  that  contained 
in  the  preceding  plea. 

Fourthly,  as  to  the  seoond  oount ;  that  by  a  regulation  of  the  de- 
fendants,  of  which  the  plainti£b,  before  the  committing  of  any  of  the 
alleged  grievances  in  that  count  mentioned,  had  due  notice,  the 
defendants,  during  all  the  time  mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  seoond 
count,  closed  their  offices  at  the  Bristol  Station  for  the  receipt  of 
goods  intended  to  be  carried  by  their  goods  trains  of  the  same  evening 
at  a  quarter  past  6  o'clock,  and  refused  to  receive  after  that  time  any 
goods  for  carriage  by  such  goods  train  of  the  same  day,  except  goods 
which  had  been  prepared,  assorted,  and  packed  by  an  agent  of  the 
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defendaots  dae vhere^  and  which  wore  broo^t  to  the  station  to  pf  o« 
pared,  assorted,  and  packed,  and  ready  to  be  loaded  and  put  on  the 
tracks  at  the  station ;  and  that  such  regulation  was  reasonable  and 
Booessary  for  the  due  and  proper  ^transacting  and  carrying  on  r^-tn^ 
of  their  trade  and  business  as  carriers ;  and  that  such  excep-  ^  ^  ^ 
;ioii  therefrom  was  a  reasonable  and  proper  exception,  having  regard 
to  the  greater  facilities  of  loading  ana  despatching  the  goods  to  which 
such  exception  applied ;  and  that  such  regulation  and  exception  re» 
spectiyely  were  not  made  for  the  purpose  of  giving  any  undue  prrfer- , 
ence,  &vour,  or  advantage  to  their  agent  or  to  themselves  as  such 
carriers* 

Fifthly,  as  to  the  residue  of  the  declaration,  Never  indebted. 

The  plaintiffs  took  and  joined  issue  on  all  the  above  pleas,  and 
demurred  also  to  the  fourth  plea;  and  the  defendants  joined  in 
demurrer. 

The  plaintifGi  were  common  carriers,  having  their  principal  office 
St  Bristol,  and  were  in  the  habit  of  carrying  goods  for  hire  between 
that  place  and  various  places  in  the  West  of  England ;  employing  for 
that  purpose  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Oompany,  as  common 
carriers,  to  convey  the  goods  on  their  railways  as  far  as  was  conve* 
nient  to  them,  the  plaintiffs  performing  the  parts  of  the  journey  to 
and  from  the  Company's  stations  by  their  own  agents  and  servants. 

The  defendants  are  the  Bristol  and  Sxeter  Bailway  Company  men- 
tioned  in  and  incorporated  by  the  stat.  6  dc  7  W.  4,  o.  xxxvi.,  '*  for 
making  a  railway  from  Bristol  to  Exeter,  with  branches  to  the  towns 
of  Bridgewater,  in  the  county  of  Somerset,  and  Tiverton,  in  the 
county  of  Devon ;"  and  mentioned  in  the  several  subsequent  Acts  of 
Parliament  relating  to  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Bailway  Company,  viz., 
3  &  4  Vict.  c.  xlvii.,  and  6  &  8  Vict  c  dv.,  all  of  which  were  to  be 
referred  to  as  part  of  the  present  case. 

*In  support  of  the  first  count  of  the  declaration  the  plaintiffs  r«i  oo 
proved  that,  according  to  the  general  practice  on  the  defend-  ^ 
aats'  railway,  all  persons  delivering  goods  to  the  defendants  to  be 
carried,  were  required  to  furnish  the  defendants  with  a  note  in  writing 
of  the  names  of  the  sender  and  consignee,  and  the  description  and 
weight  of  the  goods.  These  notes,  commonly  called  ''forwarding 
ttotes/^  were  frequently  prepared  and  filled  up  by  the  senders  of  the 
goods  themselves.  In  other  instances,  where  the  senders  had  omitted 
to  do  this,  the  notes  were  made  out  upon  printed  forms  which  were 
supplied  by  the  defendants,  and  which,  after  the  particulars  above 
mentioned  had  been  filled  up  in  writing  by  their  clerks,  were  required 
to  be  signed  by  the  person  bringing  the  goods  to  the  station.  The 
farms  of  forwarding  notes  which  were  so  supplied  by  the  defendants, 
and  required  by  them  to  be  signed,  besides  containing  in  the  body  a 
separate  column  or  heading  for  each  of  the  particulars  above  men> 
tioned,  referred  to  certain  conditions  endorsed  thereon  (similar  to 
those  which  will  be  mentioned  presently)  as  the  conditions  on  which 
the  goods  would  be  carried  by  the  defendants.  The  defendants,  how- 
erer,  did  not  always  insist  upon  forwarding  notes  in  such  last-men- 
tioned  form  being  signed  by  persons  delivering  goods  to  them  to  be 
carried,  and  persons  (not  carriers)  had  been  constantly  in  the  habit  of 
delivering  goods  to  the  defendants  or  their  agents  tfl  be  carried  with^ 


120  OARTON  V.  B.  ft  B.  RAILWAY  CO.    E.  T.  1861. 

out  signing  any  other  kind  of  forwarding  notes  tban  notes  containing 
merely  the  names  of  the  sender  and  consignee  and  the  description  and 
weight  of  the  goods. 

On  the  4th  of  March,  1858,  and  at  divers  other  times  between  that 
day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  plaintiff  tendered  to  the 
*1211  ^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  defendants,  *at  the  railway  station  at  Bristol, 
^  different  parcels  of  goods  to  be  carried  by  the  defendants  to 
Bridgewater  and  other  places  on  the  defendants'  line  of  railway. 
Upon  each  of  such  occasions  the  plaintiff  tendered  to  the  defendants' 
servants,  together  with  the  proper  charge  for  the  receipt  and  carriage 
of  the  goods,  a  note  in  writing  of  the  names  of  the  sender  and  con- 
signee and  the  description  and  weight  of  the  goods.  On  each  occasion, 
however,  the  defendants'  servants  refused  to  receive  the  goods  so 
brought  by  the  plaintiffs  to  be  carried  unless  the  plaintiffs  would  sign 
a  printed  form  of  forwarding  note  filled  up  by  the  defendants'  servants, 
and  referring  to  certain  conditions  enaorsed  thereon  in  the  form 
annexed  to  this  case,  marked  A.  The  plaintiff,  disputing  the  right 
of  the  defendants  to  carry  tlie  goods  subject  to  the  conditions  endorsed 
on  such  last-mentioned  forwarding  notes,  refused  to  sign  the  same ; 
and  thereupon  the  defendants  refused  to  receive  or  carry  the  goods 
of  the  plainti£&,  who  were  in  consequence  obliged  to  send  the  goods 
through  other  carriers,  and  thereby  incurred  expense. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to 
recover  damages  in  consequence  of  the  defendants'  refusal  to  receive 
or  carry  their  goods  under  the  circumstances  above  mentioned,  then 
the  arbitrator  awarded  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintifib  on 
both  the  issues  joined  on  the  first  count,  with  405.  damages.  But,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  so  entitled  to 
recover,  then  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants  on  the  first 
issue  joined  on  the  first  count,  and  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  second 
issue  joined  on  the  first  count 

*1221  Under  the  second  count  it  was  proved  that,  in  ^addition  to 
^  the  management  of  their  lines  of  railway  and  the  traffic  there- 
upon, the  defendants  carried  on  the  business  of  common  carriers,  by 
crJIecting  goods  from  their  customers  and  carting  them  to  the  differ- 
ent railway  stations  from  which  such  goods  were  consigned,  then 
carrying  them  upon  the  railway  to  the  stations  to  which  the  goods 
were  consigned,  and  finally  carting  them  from  the  last-mentioned 
stations  to  the  residence  or  place  of  business  of  the  person  for  whom 
they  were  intended. 

It  was  also  proved  that  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  course  of  their  business 
as  carriers,  to  and  prior  to  and  since  November,  1865,  were  in  the 
habit  of  collecting  goods  from  their  customers  in  Bristol  and  carting 
them  to  the  railway  station  there,  for  the  purpose  of  the  same  being 
forwarded  by  the  defendants'  railway  to  the  stations  to  which  they 
were  respectively  consigned,  and  from  such  last-mentioned  stations 
carting  them  to  the  residence  or  place  of  business  of  the  person  for 
whom  they  were  intended. 

In  or  about  November,  1855,  the  defendants  commenced  to  employ 
one  Wall,  as  their  agent,  to  collect  goods  from  their  customers  in 
Bristol  and  cart  them  to  the  station  there,  for  transmission  on  the 
defendants'  railway.     About  the  same  time,  the  defendants  com- 
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menoed  the  practice  of  closing  the  station  at  Bristol  to  the  plaintifb 
every  day  at  a  quarter  past  5  in  the  evening ;  and  on  divers  occasions 
between  the  1st  day  of  November,  1855,  and  the  commencement  of 
this  action,  the  defendants  refused  to  receive  or  carry  goods  which 
were  brought  by  the  plaintifi&  to  the  station  after  a  quarter  past  5  in 
the  evening,  although,  on  each  of  the  above  occasions,  the  plaintiff 
were  ready  to  pay,  and  tendered,  to  the  defendants,  the  charges  which 
the  ^defendants  were  entitled  to  make  for  the  receipt  and  car-  r«-f  no 
riage  of  such  goods.  ^ 

During  the  whole  of  this  period  the  defendants  continued  to  receive, 
at  their  station  at  Bristol,  goods  which  had  been  collected  in  Bristol, 
by  their  agent  Wall,  up  to  a  much  later  hour  than  a  quarter  past  5 
in  the  evening,  and  to  transmit  such  goods  brought  by  Wall  by  trains 
leaving  Bristol  the  same  day. 

The  reason  alleged  by  the  defendants  in  their  4th  plea  for  the 
di£krence  thus  made  by  them  in  favour  of  Wall,  viz.,  that  the  goods 
brought  by  him  to  the  said  station  after  a  quarter  past  5  in  the  even- 
ing were  previously  ''prepared,  assorted,  and  packed"  in  a  particular 
manner,  was  not  supported  by  the  evidence.  On  the  contrary,  the 
4th  plea  was  not  proved ;  and  no  difference  ever  existed  between  the 
mode  in  which  goods  brought  to  the  station  by  Wall  or  his  servants 
after  a  quarter  past  5  in  the  evening  were  assorted  and  packed,  and 
the  mode  in  which  the  plaintiff  have  always  been  in  the  habit  of 
assorting  and  packing  goods  brought  by  them  to  the  same  station  for 
transmission  on  tbe  railway. 

In  consequence  of  the  practice  so  adopted  by  the  defendants  of 
excluding  the  plainti£&  from  the  station  after  a  qaarter  past  5  in  the 
evening,  various  tradesmen  and  other  persons  in  Bristol,  to  whom  it 
was  of  importance  to  forward  their  goods  on  the  railway,  by  as  late 
a  train  in  the  day  as  possible,  and  who  had  either  previously  em- 
ployed, or  woidd  otherwise  have  employed,  the  plaintiffs  to  carry 
their  goods  to  the  station  at  Bristol,  for  transmission  on  the  defend- 
ants? railway,  declined  to  employ  the  plaintiff,  and  employed  Wall 
for  that  purpose;  finding  that  they  were  thus  enabled  to  forward  their 
goods  by  much  later  trains  in  the  day  *than  they  could  have  r^i  94 
done  in  case  they  had  employed  the  plaintiff.  By  these  means  ^ 
the  trade  of  the  plaintiffi,  as  carriers,  was  considerably  diminished, 
and  they  sought,  under  the  second  count,  to  recover  damages  from 
the  defendants  for  such  diminution  of  their  trade,  resulting  from  what 
they  contended  was  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendants  in  closing  the 
Bristol  Station  to  them  under  the  circumstances  above  mentioned. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiflb  were  so  entitled 
to  recover,  then  tbe  arbitrator  assessed  the  amount  of  damages  at 
2701,  and  directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  on  all 
the  issues  joined  on  the  second  count.  But  if  the  Court  should  be ' 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  so  entitled  to  recover,  then  he 
directed  the  verdict  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants  on  the  first  issue 
joined  on  the  second  count,  and  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  other  issues 
joined  on  the  second  count. 

The  plaintiffs'  particulars  of  demand  stated  that,  under  the  money 
ooant  in  the  declaration,  the  plaintiffs  sought  to  recover  290{.  4^.  lldl 
for  overcharges  demanded  and  taken  by  the  defendants  from  the 
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plaintiff  in  respeot  of  the  oarrii^e  of  certain  goods  carried  bj  the 
defendants  for  the  plaintiff  between  6th  April,  1858,  and  the  com* 
mencement  of  the  action. 

Daring  the  whole  of  this  period  disputes  constantly  existed  be* 
tween  the  plaintifl^  and  the  Company  on  the  subject  of  the  latter's 
charges  for  the  carriage  of  the  plaintifb'  goods  on  the  railway.  On 
the  29th  June,  1865,  the  plaintiffii  caused  a  written  notice  to  be  served 
on  the  Company,  informing  them  that  they  disputed  their  charges, 
and  only  paid  the  same  because  the  Company  compelled  them  to  do 
^IS"!  ^  ^^  detaining  their  goods,  *and  that  in  future  all  payments 
^-'  made  by  them  or  their  i^ents  would  be  paid  under  protest 
until  further  notice.  The  above  notice  was  never  withdrawn  by  the 
plaintiffs.  Both  before  and  after  this  notice  also  the  plaintiffs^  ser- 
vants, who  from  time  to  time  paid  on  their  account  the  Company's 
servants  for  the  charges  for  carriage  hereinafter  mentioned,  were  in 
the  habit,  at  the  time  of  paying,  of  protesting  against  the  charges  aa 
excessive  and  illegal ;  ana  it  was  unoierstood  between  the  defendants' 
servants  (who  received  the  charges)  and  the  plaintiffs^  servants  (who 
paid  them)  that  they  were  always  paid  under  protest,  and  such  charges 
were,  in  fact,  always  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  unwillingly,  and  in  order 
to  have  their  goods  carried  or*  delivered,  the  defendants  refusing  to 
carry  their  goods,  or  to  deliver  them  after  they  were  carried,  unless 
the  plaintiffs  would  pay  them. 

The  first  claim  of  the  plaintiff  under  the  money  count  was  to 
recover  back  from  the  defendants  the  amount  paid  by  the  plaintiflb  to 
the  defendants,  under  the  circumstances  of  compulsion  above  men- 
tioned, of  charges  for  the  carriage  of  goods  on  the  defendants'  railway 
in  excess  of  those  limited  by  stat  8  £  9  Yiot  o.  dv.  s.  19. 

The  goods  to  which  this  portion  of  the  plainti&'  claim  applied 
were  forwarded  by  the  plaintiflb  on  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway 
(including  the  main  line  as  well  as  the  branch  railways  authorized  to 
be  made  by  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  civ.)  to  and  from  Bristol  and  other 
towns  and  places  on  the  line  of  the  railway  at  different  times  between 
the  24th  May,  1853,  and  the  18th  January,  1859,  both  inclusive. 
The  goods  in  question  were  of  different  kinds,  and  were  made  up  in 
*1261  P^^^^8^^>  some  of  which  exceeded,  and  ^others  of  which  did 
-I  not  exceed,  500  lbs.  weight  each.  The  charges  made  by  the 
defendants  and  paid  by  the  plaintiflb  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods  on 
the  railway  amounted  to  sums  which  (after  deducting  reasonable 
sums  for  the  expenses  of  loading  and  unloading)  exceeded  the  maxi- 
mum sums  authorized  to  be  charged  for  the  carriage  of  the  several 
kinds  of  goods  respectively  by  stat.  6  &  9  Viet,  c  civ,  s.  19.  The 
*  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover  back  the  sums  paid  by  them  in  excess  of 
that  Act  upon  the  whole  of  those  packages  of  goods  above  mentioned, 
whether  exceeding  or  not  500  lbs.  weight  each.  The  total  amount 
of  the  sums  so  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  in  excess  was  67/.  S«.,  and  of  this 
amount  27/.  11«.  6d.  was  paid  by  them  in  respect  of  packages  exceed- 
ing 500  lbs.  weight  each.  The  defendants  contended,  first,  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  back  the  sums  so  paid  by  them 
in  excess,  or  any  part  thereof;  and,  secondly,  that  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c. 
civ.  s.  19,  applies  only  to  packages  of  goods  exceeding  500  lbs.  weight 
oach,  and  that  therefore  the.  plaintiffs  were,  at  all  events,  only  entitled 
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to  reoover  baek  the  sums  paid  by  them  in  exoesd  of  thofie  limited  by 
that  Act  in  req)ect  of  such  of  the  packages  of  goods  as  severally 
oxceeded  that  weight. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  were  entitled  to 
recover  back  the  sums  paid  by  them  in  excess  of  those  mentioned  in 
aUt  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  civ.  s.  19,  upon  all  the  packages  of  goods,  whether 
exceeding  or  not  600  lbs.  weight  each,  then  the  arbitrator  assessed 
the  amount  which  the  plaintii&  were  entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of 
this  head  of  claim  at  the  sum  of  671.  Ss,  But  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  plaintifis  were  entitled  to  receive  back  the  sums 
•o  paid  by  *them  in  excess  upon  such  only  of  the  packages  of  r*i  97 
goods  as  exceeded  600  lbs.  weight  each,  then  he  assessed  the  ^ 
amount  which  the  plaintiffs  were  so  entitled  to  recover  at  the  sum  of 
27i  lU  6d. 

The  second  claim  of  the  plainti£&  was  to  recover  back  certain  sums 
which,  in  addition  to  the  charges  for  carriage  from  station  to  station, 
they  had  paid  to  the  defendants  for  the  collection  and  delivery  of 
divers  parcels  forwarded  by  the  plaintiffs  by  passenger  and  van  trains 
on  the  defendants'  railway  under  the  following  circumstances. 

In  November,  1865,  the  defendants  published  a  bill  containing  a 
scale  of  charges  at  which  parcels  would  be  conveyed  on  the  Bristol 
and  Exeter  Railway  by  ordinary  passenger  trains,  and  by  van  trains. 
This  bill  (a  copy  of  which,  marked  B.,  accompanied  the  case)  purported 
to  be  a  soEtle  of  parcel  charges  to  or  from  any  station  on  the  railway^ 
inelading  collection  and  delivery  within  certain  limits,  if  delivered 
bv  the  Company's  appointed  agent,  and  contained  the  following 
charges  for  parcels  forwarded  by  ordinary  passenger  trains. 


B«tttCMdiBf 

i  n>.    1  lb. 

Sibt. 

ribs. 

Ulbt. 

21  lbs. 

28  lbs. 

42  lbs. 
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Chwi*  .    . 

s.  d.      ;  d, 
0  4      0  6 
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0   7 

•,d. 
0  9 

0  10 

:d. 
1  2 

:d. 
1   0 

:d. 
I  0 

:d, 
2  0 

2  6 

112  Ibi, 

■  ■    '  — 
«.  d, 
3   0 


One  penny  to  be  charged  for  every  additional  four  pounds,  and  all 
fractional  parts  to  be  charged  as  four  pounds.  The  bill  also  contained 
similar  scales  of  charges  for  parcels  forwarded  by  van  trains,  a  slight 
diflbrence  being  made  in  such  charges  according  as  the  distances 
exceeded  or  not  forty  miles.  By  a  subsequent  bill  published  by  the 
defendants  in  December,  1856  (a  copy  of  which,  ^marked  C,  r»i9o 
accompanied  the  case),  a  reduction  was  made  in  the  van  parcel  ^ 
chirges  with  regard  to  certain  articles  mentioned  in  such  bill.  Such 
reduced  charges,  however,  continued  to  include  collection  and  delivery 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  charges  under  the  first  bill.  From  Decern* 
ber,  1866,  to  the  commencement  of  the  present  action,  the  two  scale 
hills  above  mentioned  continued  to  be  in  force,  and  to  regulate  the 
charges  for  all  parcels  forwarded  by  passenger  or  van  trains  on  the 
defendants'  railway. 

On  divers  days  between  the  14th  May,  1866,  and  the  16th  Febru* 
•fj,  1869,  both  inclusive,  the  plaintifib,  in  the  course  of  their  business 
18  carriers,  forwarded  from  Bristol,  by  passenger  and  van  trains  on 
the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway,  parcels  of  goods  which  were  con* 
ligned  to  their  agents  residing  at  various  towns  and  places  on  the  lin^ 
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of  the  railway  for  delivery  by  such  agents.  On  all  sach  occasions 
the  parcels  in  question  were  collected  by  the  plainti(&  from  their  cus- 
tomers in  Bristol,  and  were  taken  by  them  with  their  own  horses, 
carts,  and  servants  to  the  railway  station  there,  from  whence  they 
were  forwarded  to  some  other  station  on  the  railway.  On  other  occa- 
sions during  the  same  period  the  plaintiffs*  agents,  residing  at  Exeter 
and  other  places  on  the  line  of  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway,  for- 
warded thence  by  passenger  and  van  trains  to  the  plaintiiis  at  Bristol 
parcels  of  goods  for  delivery  in  Bristol.  Oii  all  such  last- mentioned 
occasions  the  parcels  were  received  by  the  plaintiffs  at  the  railway 
station  at  Bristol,  and  from  thence  delivered  by  them,  in  their  own 
carts  and  vans,  to  the  parties  in  Bristol  to  whom  they  were  directed. 

The  sums  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants  for  the  carriage 
♦12Q1  ^^  ^^^  railway  of  all  the  above-mentioned  *parcels  which  were 
J  so  respectively  forwarded  and  received  by  the  plaintiff  as 
aforesaid  included,  in  accordance  with  the  rates  fix^  by  the  said  scale 
bills,  charges  for  collection  and  delivery  in  Bristol,  though  such  iser- 
vices  were  not  in  fact  performed  by  the  defendants  for  the  plaintiffs. 
These  sums,  however,  were  always  paid  by  the  plaintifib  under  pro- 
test, and  they  claimed  to  deduct  and  recover  back  so  much  of  the 
sums  paid  by  them  in  respect  of  each  of  the  above-mentioned  parcels 
as  was  equivalent  to  a  reasonable  charge  for  the  collection  or  delivery 
in  Bristol  (according  to  the  circumstances)  of  each  of  those  parcels. 
Evidence  with  regard  to  the  amount  of  such  reasonable  charge  for 
collection  and  delivery  in  Bristol  was  adduced  before  the  arbitrator. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled 
to  recover  in  respect  of  this  head  of  claim,  then  he  assessed  the 
amount  which  the  plaintiffs  were  so  entitled  to  recover  at  21,  lis,  9d. 

The  third  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  was  to  recover  back  the  sums  paid 
by  them  to  the  defendants  for  the  carriage  of  certain  goods  called 
"  Manchester  packs"  from  Bristol  to  Exeter,  and  of  goods  of  every 
kind  (except  tea  and  tobacco)  from  Bristol  to  Bridgewater,  in  excess 
of  the  sums  charged  by  the  defendants  to  other  persons  for  the  carriage 
of  the  like  goods  from  and  to  the  same  places  respectively,  under  the 
circumstances  hereinafter  mentioned. 

A  considerable  traffic  in  the  goods  called  Manchester  packs  has 
always  existed  between  Manchester  and  Exeter.  The  mode  of  con- 
veyance of  these  goods  is  by  the  Midland  Railway  from  Manchester 
to  Bristol,  and  from  the  latter  place  by  the  defendants'  railway  to 
♦1301  ^^®^^*  '^®  station  of  The  Midland  Railway  Company  at 
^  ^Bristol  is  at  some  little  distance  from  the  station  of  the  de- 
fendants' Company  at  the  same  place,  and  the  charge  made  to  the 
public  by  The  Midland  Railway  Company  for  the  carriage  of  Man- 
chester packs  from  Manchester  to  Bristol,  during  the  period  to  which 
the  present  claim  referred,  was  30«.  per  ton.  including  delivery  to  the 
defendants  at  their  station  at  Bristol,  or  28^.  6d.  from  Manchester  to 
the  station  of  The  Midland  Railwav  Company  at  Bristol ;  an  allow- 
ance of  Is,  6cL  being  made  by  the  last-mentioned  Company  to  those 
consignees  of  the  goods  at  Bristol  who  were  willing,  at  their  own 
expense,  to  cart  the  goods  from  the  station  of  The  Midland  Railway 
Company  at  Bristol  to  the  defendants'  station  at  the  same  place.  Dur- 
ing the  years  1856, 1857,  and  1858,  divers  quantities  of  the  above- 


I  ELLIS,  BEST  ft  SMITH.    Q.  B.  180 

mentioned  goods  were  consigned  by  certain  tradesmen  and  others  at 
Manchester  to  the  plaintiff  at  Bristol  for  the  parpose  of  their  being 
forwarded  by  the  plaintiff,  as  common  carriers,  to  persons  residing 
in  Exeter.   These  goods  were  usually  received  by  the  plaintiffs  at  the 
station  of  The  Midland  Bailway  Company  at  Bristol,  and  carted  thence 
bj  them  to  the  station  of  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company, 
the  plaintifib,  in  such  cases,  paying  to  The  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany the  sum  of  285.  6d.  per  ton  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods.    In 
some  instances  the  goods  so  consigned  to  the  plaintififs  were  delivered 
by  The  Midland  Railway  Company  at  the  defendants'  station  at  Bris- 
tol, and  in  all  such  cases  the  plaintiffs  paid  to  The  Midland  Railway 
Company  the  sum  of  30«.  per  ton  for  the  carriage  and  delivery  of  the 
goods  from  the  station  of  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company 
at  BristoL    The  goods  in  question  were  forwarded  on  the  defendants' 
^railway  by  the  plaintiff  to  their  agents  at  Exeter,  who  re-   r«i  01 
ceived  them  at  the  railway  station  there,  and  at  the  same  time   ^ 
paid  to  the  defendants  the  charges  demanded  by  them  for  the  carriage 
of  the  goods,  such  charges  amounting  to  the  sum  of  22^.  6d,  per  ton. 
During  the  same  period  the  defendants  also,  as  common  carriers,  were 
in  the  habit  of  receiving  from  The  Midland  Railway  Company,  and 
transmitting  by  their  own  railway  to  Exeter,  Manchester  packs,  which 
were  consigned  by  tradesmen  and  others  at  Manchester  to  persons 
residing  in  Exeter.    These  goods  were  forwarded  from  Manchester 
to  the  care  of  Wall,  the  defendants^  agent  at  Bristol,  and  were  received 
by  him  at  the  station  of  The  Midland  Railway  Company  at  that  place, 
and  thence  carted  by  him  to  the  defendants'  station  there,  for  trans* 
mission  on  the  railway  to  Exeter.    For  the  services  so  performed  by 
the  defendants'  agent  in  Bristol,  it  appeared  that,  pursuant  to  arrange* 
ment  between  the  Midland  Railway  Company  and  the  defendants. 
The  Midland  Railway  Company  allowed  to  the  defendants  a  larger 
deduction  than  the  sum  of  Is,  6d.  from  the  full  charge  of  30^.  per  ton 
above  mentioned.    From  the  defendants'  station  at  Bristol  the  last* 
mentioned  ffoods  were  forwarded  on  the  defendants'  railway  to  Exeter, 
and  there  delivered  by  the  defendants,  or  their  agents,  to  the  persons 
in  Exeter  to  whom  they  were  addressed,  such  persons,  at  the  same 
time,  paying  to  the  defendants  the  through  charges  for  the  carriage 
of  the  goods  from  Manchester  to  Exeter,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
5U  S(L  per  ton,  which  sum  included  the  charge  for  delivery  in  Exeter. 
The  charges  so  made  by  the  defendants  (after  deducting  those  due 
from  the  defendants  to  The  Midland  Railwav  Company  at  the  rates 
charged  by  the  ^Company  to  the  public)  did  not  exceed,  in   r*i  00 
respect  of  the  carriage  from  the  defendants'  station  at  Bristol   ^ 
to  Exeter,  the  sum  of  21$.  8d  per  ton,  including  delivery  in  Exeter. 
Prior  to  and  since  the  commencement  of  the  year  1856,  the  rates 
which  the  defendants  professed  to  charge  for  the  carriage  of  goods 
firom  Bristol  to  Bridgewater  by  the  ordinary  goods  trains  were  65.  ScL 
per  ton  for  first-class  goods,  Stf.  4d.  per  ton  for  second-class  goods, 
I2s.  6d  per  ton  for  third-class  goods,  and  16^.  8dL  for  fourth-class  and 
fifth-class  goods  respectively,  which  said  several  rates  of  charge  were 
for  the  carriage  of  goods  {ram  station  to  station  only. 

Notwithstanding  Ae  rates  at  which  the  defendants  professed  to 
oanj  as  above  menjtioned,  .the  defendants,  throughout  the  years  1866, 
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1857,  1858,  and  1869,  carried  goods  of  eyery  kind  (except  tea  and 
tobacco)  for  certain  tradesmen  and  other  persons  at  Bridgewater  (not 
being  carriers\  by  t*he  ordinary  goods  trains,  from  the  railway  station 
at  Bristol  to  tne  respective  premises  of  sach  tradesmen  and  others  al 
Bridgewater,  at  a  uniform  rate  of  6^.  per  ton  for  all  kinds  of  goods, 
including  the  charge  for  delivery  in  Bridgewater.  Those  tradesmen 
and  others  for  whom  the  defendants  carried  at  the  above  rate  had« 

Erior  to  the  year  1856,  been  in  the  habit  of  receiving  by  water  from 
ristol  some  of  the  goods  which  they  required  to  be  sent  from  that^ 
place  to  Bridgewater.  And  the  consideration  for  the  defendants  con- 
senting to  carry  for  such  tradesmen  and  others,  at  the  rate  of  65.  per 
ton,  was  an  agreement  (usually  a  verbal  one  only),  by  such  persons 
respectively,  tnat  they  would  in  future  have  all  goods  which  they 
might  require  to  be  sent  to  them  from  Bristol  conveyed  by  the  defend- 
ants' railway  instead  of  by  water.  And  such  agreements  were  in  fact 
♦1^31  *P®^ormed  by  the  persons  by  whom  they  were  made.  The 
^  amount  of  goods,  however,  which  each  of  such  persons  for- 
wardftd  on  the  defendants^  railway  in  the  course  of  the  year  was  small 
compared  with  the  amount  of  goods  annually  forwarded  by  the  plain- 
tiffs on  that  railway.  From  time  to  time  during  the  years  above  men- 
tioned the  plaintifls,  in  the  course  of  their  business  as  carriers,  for- 
warded by  goods  trains  on  the  defendants'  railway,  from  the  station 
at  Bristol  to  Bridgewater,  large  quantities  of  goods  (other  than  tea 
and  tobacco),  for  all  of  which  the  defendants  demanded,  and  the 
plaintiff  paid,  the  full  rates  of  carriage  first  above  mentioned.  On 
the  arrival  of  all  such  goods  at  Bridgewater  they  were  received  by 
the  plaintifib  or  their  agents  at  the  station  at  Bridgewater,  and  by 
them  delivered  at  their  own  expense  to  the  parties  for  whom  they 
were  intended. 

As  soon  as  the  plaintiffit  became  aware  that  the  defendants  carried 
from  Bristol  to  Exeter,  and  from  Bristol  to  Bridgewater,  for  other 
persons  at  lower  rates  than  were  charged  to  the  plaintiff,  they  applied 
to  the  defendants  to  be  placed  on  the  same  footing  as  those  other  per- 
sons with  regard  to  the  rates  of  carriage  for  like  goods  forwarded  by 
them  from  and  to  the  same  places  respectively.  But  the  defendants 
always  refused  to  make  the  same  or  any  reduction  of  their  rates  in 
&vour  of  the  plainti£&. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  were  entitled 
to  recover  back  from  the  defendants  the  sums  charged  to  and  paid  bj 
them  for  the  carriage  of  the  goods  above  mentioned  from  Bristol  to 
Exeter,  and  from  Bristol  to  Bridgewater,  in  excess  of  the  sums  charged 
to  and  paid  by  the  other  persons  mentioned  for  the  carriage  of  like 
♦1^41  8^^^  from  and  to  the  same  *plaoes  respectively,  under  the 
^  above  circumstances,  then  the  arbitrator  assessed  the  amount 
which  the  plaintiffs  were  so  entitled  to  recover  at  the  sum  of  20^.  IO5. 

The  fourth  claim  of  the  plaintiff  was  to  recover  back  from  the 
defendants  certain  alleged  overcharges  for  the  carriage  of  the  plain 
tiJS&'  goods  from  Bristol  to  Exeter,  and  from  Bristol  to  Bridgewat^i 
the  circumstances  connected  with  such  overcharges  being  precisely 
similar  to  those  stated  under  the  last  head  of  claim,  with  the  addition 
of  the  following  fact  which  the  arbitrator  found ;  viz.,  that  all  the 
items  of  charge  to  which  the  present  claim  related,  besides  being  (as 
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was  alleged  under  tbe  last  head)  in  excess  of  the  sums  charged  by  the 
defendants  to  other  persons  for  the  carriage  of  like  goods  under  the 
same  circumstances,  were  in  excess  of  the  rates  mentioned  in  stat.  8 
k  9  Vict.  c.  civ.  s.  19.  And  hence  the  plaintiffs  sought  to  recover  the 
overcharges  included  in  the  present  claim,  as  well  upon  this  latter 
ground  as  upon  the  ground  relied  on  and  stated  under  the  last  head. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  upon  the  ground  already 
stated  under  the  last  head,  the  plaintiff  were  entitled  to  succeed,  the 
other  ground  would  become  immaterial;  and  in  that  case  the  arbitra- 
tor assessed  the  amount  which  the  plaintii&  were  entitled  to  recover 
in  respect  of  the  present  claim  at  the  sum  of  88^.  Bat  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  recover  upon 
tbe  ground  stated  under  the  last  head,  but  that  they  were  entitlea  to 
recover  so  much  of  the  sums  paid  by  them  for  the  carriage  of  the 
goods  as  exceeded  the  rates  mentioned  in  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  civ.,  s. 
19,  then  the  arbitrator  assessed  the  amount  which  the  plaintifi&  were 
so  entitled  to  recover  at  the  *sum  of  15t  85.  2d.,  or  61,  9s.  2A,  r*-i  o^ 
according  as  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  that  section  '- 
applies  to  all  packages  of  goods,  whether  exceeding  or  not  500  lbs. 
weight  each,  or  only  to  such  packages  as  exceed  600  lbs.  weight 
each. 

The  fifth  claim  of  the  plaintiflb  related  to  certain  sums  which  the 
plaintiffs  sought  to  recover  back,  upon  the  ground  of  a  different  mode 
of  charging  having  been  adopted  by  the  defendants,  when  several 
parcels  or  packages  of  goods  of  the  same  nature  were  delivered  at 
the  same  time  by  the  plaintifiEs  to  the  defendants  to  be  carried,  and 
when  such  several  parcels  or  packages  were  delivered  by  one  of  the 
public ;  the  plaintiff  in  such  case  being  charged  upon  each  parcel 
separately,  and  not  upon  the  aggregate  weight,  according  to  the  de* 
fendants^  scale  bills,  as  the  public  were  charged. 

The  mode  of  charging  for  goods  carried  on  the  railway  which  had 
been  adopted  by  the  defendants,  and  had  been  in  force  since  the  5th 
November,  1855,  is  the  following.  For  the  purpose  of  more  con- 
veniently making  the  charges  for  the  'carriage  of  goods  on  the  rail* 
way,  all  goods  are  divided  by  the  defendants  into  five  classes,  the  class 
to  which  each  description  of  goods  belongs  being  shown  by  a  printed 
alphabetical  list  or  classification  of  goods,  which  refers  each  of  the 
goods  therein  mentioned  to  a  particular  class.  In  addition  to  this  Hst^ 
the  defendants,  acting  under  the  powers  given  in  their  Acts,  published 
two  scale  bills.  One  of  these,  called  ''  The  Local  Goods  and  Cattlo 
Rates  Bill,"  shows  the  charge  for  goods  in  each  class  to  be  made  per 
too,  and  so  in  proportion,  for  carrying  goods  from  any  one  station  to 
any  other  station  on  the  said  railway.  The  charges  fixed  by  this  bill 
are,  for  convenience,  *hereinafter  called  the  ^tonnage  rates."  r^-toa 
The  other  of  the  scale  bills  furnishes  a  scale  for  ascertaining  ^ 
the  charges  to  be  made  on  packages  or  parcels  not  exceeding  500  IbsL 
weight  each,  which,  for  convenience,  are  hereinafter  called  the  "par- 
cels rates."  These  parcels  rates  are  greater  in  amount  than  the  ton* 
nage  rates.  As  a  general  rule,  also,  the  rates  of  charge  for  parceb 
Weighing  fractionalparts  of  600  lbs.  diminish  as  the  weights  of  the 
paroels  increase.  Whenever  any  of  the  public  (not  being  carriers) 
aronght  and  delivered  at  one  time  a  number  of  separate  parmlg  rr 
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packages  to  the  defendants  to  be  carried,  if  they  all  contained  goods 
of  the  same  kind  or  description  (such  as  drugs  or  drapery),  and  were 
addressed  to  the  same  party,  the  defendants  were  in  the  habit  of 
charging  them  in  the  aggregate  according  to  the  parcels  rates  where 
the  aggregate  weight  did  not  exceed  500  lbs.,  ana  according  to  the 
lower  or  tonnage  rates  where  the  aggregate  weight  exceeded  600  lbs. 
Whereas,  if  the  plainti&  brought  a  number  of  separate  parcels  or 
packages  of  the  same  kind  to  the  defendants  to  be  carried,  which 
(though  addressed  also  to  the  different  ultimate  consignees  for  whom 
they  were  intended)  bore  a  separate  address  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  at 
the  end  of  the  journey  were  received  by  them  or  their  agents  from 
the  defendants,  the  defendants  charged  the  plaintiff  for  each  parcel 
or  package  separately.  If  (as  occasionally  happened),  amongst  a 
number  of  separate  packages  so  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendants to  be  carried,  two  or  more  of  the  same  kind  were  found  to 
be  addressed  to  the  same  ultimate  consignee,  the  defendants  aggi/s- 
gated  those  which  were  so  addressed  to  the  same  ultimate  consignee, 
but  refused  to  aggregate  the  others.  In  accordance  with  the  abc^e 
*isn  ^^^  ^^  charging  *pursued  by  the  defendants,  the  arbitrator 
'-'  found  that,  on  various  days  between  the  6th  January,  18c  6, 
and  the  commencement  of  this  action,  the  plaintiff  brought  and  deli- 
vered to  the  defendants,  to  be  carried  as  aforesaid,  divers  packages 
of  goods  of  the  same  kind,  but  always  at  the  same  time.    These 

Sackages  were  all  addressed  to  the  plaintiff,  but  were  intended  for 
ifferent  ultimate  consignees,  whose  names  and  addresses  were  also 
to  be  found  on  the  packages,  though  such  names  and  addresses  were 
usually  concealed  by  the  plaintiffs'  address,  which  was  pasted  over 
them.  Upon  each  occasion  the  defendants  demanded,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs paid,  a  separate  charge  for  each  of  the  packages  so  brought  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  total  amount  of  which  separate  charges  exceeded 
the  sum  which  the  charge  for  such  packages  would  have  amounted  to 
if  the  same  had  been  aggregated  and  charged  for  at  the  rates  men- 
tioned in  the  defendants'  scale  bills  respectively.  When  the  plainti£& 
complained  to  the  defendants  1(as  they  from  time  to  time  dici)  of  the 
above  mode  of  charging,  the  defendants  assigned  no  other  reason  than 
the  fact  of  such  separate  packages  being  intended  for  different  ultimate 
consignees.  Under  these  circumstances  the  plaintiffs  sought  to  reco- 
ver back,  as  overcharges,  the  difference  between  the  sums  which  they 
paid  for  the  carriage  of  those  packages  of  goods  respectively,  accord- 
ing to  the  above  mode  of  charging,  and  the  sums  which  they  would 
have  paid  for  such  carriage  if  those  packages  had  been  charged  on 
the  aggregate  weight  according  to  the  defendants'  scale  bills. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintifis  were  so  entitled 
to  recover,  then  the  arbitrator  assessed  the  amount  under  this  head 
of  claim  at  62. 12s.  2d. 

♦1^81       *Th®  sixth  claim  of  the  plaintiflfe  related  to  a  precisely 

^  similar  set  of  overcharges  with  those  complained  of  and  state!^ 

under  the  last  head,  with  this  difference  only,  viz.,  that  the  amom^ 

of  charges  paid  by  the  plaintiff  upon  each  occasion  for  such  separate 

Sackages  of  goods  (though  not  exceeding  the  rates  mentioned  m  the 
efendants'  scale  bills)  exceeded  the  sum  to  which  the  charge  for  such 
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goods  (if  aggregated)  would  have  been  limited  by  stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c 
dr.,  a.  19. 

If,  upon  the  grounds  stated  under  this  and  the  preceding  head  of 
claim,  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plainti£&  were  entitled 
to  recover  back  so  much  of  the  sums  paid  by  them  in  respect  of  thosv^* 
separate  packages  of  goods  as  exceeded  the  sums  limited  by  stat.  8  & 
9  Vict  c.  dr.,  s.  19,  for  the  carriage  of  such  goods  respectively  when 
aggregated,  then  the  arbitrator  assessed  the  amount  which  the  plain- 
tiffis  were  so  entitled  to  recover  at  21.  Ss,  or  1{.  15s.  5d.,  according  a.s 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  that  19th  section  applies  to  all 
packages  of  goods,  whether  exceeding  or  not  600  lbs.  weignt  each,  or 
only  to  such  packages  as  exceed  600  lbs.  weight  each. 

The  seventh  claim  of  the  plaintif&  was  to  recover  certain  alleged 
overcharges  by  the  defendants  beyond  the  amounts  which  ought  to 
h&ye  been  charged  by  them  for  the  carriage  of  the  plaintiffs'  goods 
according  to  the  rates  expressed  in  the  defendants'  scale  bills.  The 
nature  of  which  scale  bills,  and  the  circumstances  under  which  they 
were  respectively  published  by  the  defendants,  have  been  already 
stated  under  the  fifth  head  of  claim. 

It  was  proved,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  that,  on  various  occa- 
sions since  the  publication  of  those  scale  '''bills,  the  plaintifis  p^^  aq 
brought  and  delivered  goods  to  the  defendants  to  be  conveyed  '- 
hj  the  ordinary  goods  trains,  for  the  conveyance  of  which  goods  the 
defendants  demanded,  and  the  plaintifis  paid,  sums  exceeding  the 
rates  specified  in  the  scale  bills.  These  suma  were,  in  some  instances, 
demanded  by  the  defendants'  servants  through  mistake;  in  other 
instances,  the  demand  was  made  intentionally :  and  the  plaintiff 
paid  the  sums  demanded  under  the  circumstances  of  compulsion  here- 
inbefore  mentioned. 

If  the  Court  should  bo  of  opinion  thai  the  plaintiff  were  entitled 
to  recover  those  overcharges  under  the  circumstances  above  mentioned, 
then  the  arbitrator  assessed  the  amount  of  such  overcharges  at  3L 
l&.8i 

The  sums  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  recover  back  from  the 
defendants,  as  overcharges  under  the  seven  several  heads  of  claim 
above  stated,  were  all  distinct  sums,  and  were  sought  to  be  recovered 
upon  separate  and  independent  grounds. 

If  the  court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  ' 
to  recover  the  whole  of  the  sums  so  assessed  by  the  arbitrator  under 
the  above  several  heads  respectively,  or  any  one  or  more  of  such 
sums,  then  the  arbitrator  directed  that  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  the  total  amount  of  such  sums  or  sam  upon  the  issue  ' 
joined  on  the  plea  of  Never  indebted,  so  far  as  such  issue  related  to 
money  received  by  the  defendants  for  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
that,  as  to  the  residue  of  that  issue,  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the 
defendants. 

In  addition,  however,  to  the  above-mentioned  grounds,  upon  which 
the  plaintiflb  sought  to  recover,  in  any  event,  the  sums  assessed  by 
tiie  arbitrator,  under  the  above  several  heads  of  elaim  respectively, 
the  plaintifi  ♦contended  that  they  were  entitled  to  recover  the  p^-i^a 
entire  amount  of  overcharges,  claimed  by  them,  upon  the  fol-  ^ 
loving  ground,  viz.,  that  the  defendants  had,  during  the  whole  period 
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oyer  which  the  plaiutilflb'  daim  extended*  omitted,  to  s^  up  or  affix 
boards  containing  lists  of  the  several  rates  or  tolls  appointed  by  them 
to  be  taken,  as  required  b;  stat  6'&:7  W.  4>  c.  xxxvi«. 

By  that  Act,  which  is  the  Company's  Act  of  incorporation,  tbe 
defendants  were  authorized  to.  charge  and  take  for  the  conveyance  of 
goods  on  the  railway  the  several  rates  and  tolls  mentioned  in  the  Act. 

And  sect.  188  enacted  that  the  Company  should  cause  to  be  painted 
on  boards,  and  to  be  affixed  and  continued,  and  renewed  as  often  as 
the  eanie  should  be  obliterated  or  delaced,  to  or  upon  every  toll-house 
or  building  at  which  any  of  the  rates  or  tolls  by  tliat  Act  authorized 
should  be  collected  or  reeeived,  in  some  conspicuous  place,  in  lar^e 
and  legible  characters,  an  account  or  list  of  the  several  rates  and  tolls 
which  the  Company  should,  &om  time  to  time,  direct  and  appoint  to 
be  taken,  and  which  should  be  payable  by  virtue  of  that  Act;  and, 
in  case  any  owner  or  master  o(  or-  person  having  or  assisting  in  the 
charge  of  any  carriage  passing  upon  the  railway,  or  any  collector  of 
the  rates  or  tolls  a£6re9aid»  slK>uld)  after  and  whilst  such  account  or 
list  should  be  affixed  as-  aforesaid,  demand  or  take  more  than  the 
amount  thereon  specified,  such  owner,,  master,  collector,  or  other  per- 
son a9  aforesaid  should  forfeid.aud  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  oL  for 
every  such  ofienee. 

And  sect.  189  further  enacted  that:  it  should  not  be  lawful  for  tiie 

Company  to  demapd  or  take:  any  raten  or  tolls,  for  or  in  respect  of 

any  article,  matter,  or  thing,  or  any  carriage,  passenger,  or  cattle, 

♦14n   ^rri®<i  ^'^  conveyed  ♦upon  or  along  the  railway,  except  during 

^  the  time  that  the  boaid  should  be  affixed  as  aforesaid. 

Stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c.  civ.,  which  received  the  Royal  Assent  on  the 
81st  July,  1845j  after  reciting  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxxvi.,  and  certain 
other  Acts  relating  to  the  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway,  enacts,  in  sect. 
2,  that  all  the  provisions,  matters,  and  things,  contained  in  the  recited 
Acts  relating  to  the  Bristol,  and  £xeter  Railway,  or  any  of  them,  so 
far  as  the  same  are  unrepealed,  and  except  such  as  expired  by  effluxion 
of  time,  or  are  inapplicable  to  that  Act,  or  inconsistent  with  or  pro- 
vided for  by  The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  or  with  or  by  such 
of  the  clauses  and  provisions  of  The  Railway  Clauses  Consoli^tion 
Act  as  are  made  applicable  to  that  Act,  shall  extend  to  that  Act,  and 
to  the  several  purposes  and  things  thereby  authorized,  as  fully  and 
effectually  as  if  the  same  provisions,  matters,  and  things  had  been  re- 
enacted  in  that  Act  with  r^erence  to  the  objects  and  purposes  thereof. 

By  sect.  19  the  charges  which  the  defendants  were  authorized  to 
take  for  the  conveyance  of  goods  on  the  railway  were  limited  to  the 
^ums  mentioned  in  that  section. 

The  plaintiffs  contended  that  the  provisions  of  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4,  c. 
icxxvi.,  with  reference  to  boards  containing  lists  of  the  rates  and  tolls 
authorized  to  be  taken  by  that  Act,  apply  equally  to  the  several  rates 
^er  sums  mentioned  in  stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  civ.  s.  19. 

The  whole  of  the  plaintifib'  claim,  under  the  last  count  of  the  decla- 
ration^ arose  since  the  passing  of  the  last-mentioned  Act.  The  de* 
fendaits  never,  since  the  passing  of  that  Act,  set  up  or  affixed  boards 
m^^-y  ^containing  such  lists  or  accounts  as  are  mentioned  in  stat.  6 
-I  &  7  W.  4|  c.  xxxvi.,  a.  188 ;  and  upon  this  ground  the  plaiatifEa 
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Bouglit  to  recover  tBe  wbole  aino&lat  of  overcHarges  claimed  bj  them, 
amounting  to  the  sttm  of  160Z. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiflb  were  entitled  to 
recover  the  amount  claimed  by  them,  then  the  arbitrator  directed  that 
a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  plaintifis  for  1601.,  in  lieu  of  the  amount 
before  directed  to  be  entered  for  them  upon  the  issue  joined  on  the 
lea  of  Never  indebted,  so  far  as  the  same  related  to  money  received 
J  the  defendants  to  the  use  of  the  plaintiffs ;  and  that,  as  to  the  residue 
of  such  issue,  a  verdict  be  entered  for  the  defendants.  If  the  Court 
shoold  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  were  not  entitled  to  recover 
the  last-mentioned  claim  of  180Z.,  nor  the  sums  assessed  by  the  arbi- 
trator under  the  foregoing  heads  of  claim  respectively,  or  any  of  them, 
then  the  »*bitrator  directed  the  verdict  upon  the  issue  joined  on  the 
plea  of  Never  indebted  to  be  entered  for  the  defendants,  &c. 

The  following  was  the  form  of  the  forwarding  note  accompanying 
the  award,  and  marked  A.  It  contained  sixteen  conditions,  but  it  is 
unnecessary  to  set  out  any  except  the  4th. 


"Entered 


"A. 

"  FORWABDING  NOTB. 

Station  18 


"  To  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Bailway  Company, 

''Beoeive  for  transit  as  per  address  and  particulars  *on  this  r^-t^ 
Note  the  undermentioned  Goods  on  the  conditions  stated  oa  ^ 
the  other  side. 

"  Sender 


• 

• 

1 

3 
!r 

^1 

If 

i 

i 

* 

i 

^ 

Welgkt 

ABMODt. 

t 

Toot. 

ewta 

qrt. 

llM. 

£ 

t. 

d. 

"C 

)utwari 

IsPo 

rter 

n 

• 

"The  Bristol  atid  Eh^eter  Bailway  Company  give  public  notice." 
••4thly.  That  they  will  not  be  answerable  for  the  loss  of  or  for 
damage  to  any  goods  arising  from  fire,  civil  commotion,  tempest,  or 
act  of  God,  nor  for  loss,  detention,  or  damage  of  wrappers,  boxes,  or 
returned  empties  of  any  description,  nor  for  any  goods  put  into  re- 
turned wrappers,  boxes,  or  empties,  nor  for  any  go^s  left  until  called 
for  or  to  oniirr,  or  left  or  warehoused  for  the  convenience  of  the  parties 
toirbom  they  are  consigned,  nor  for  the  loss,  detention,  or  damage  of 
any  package  insufficiently  or  improperly  packed,  marked,  directed,  or 
described^  or  containing  variety  of  articles  liable  by  breaking  to 
dsittge^eaiek  olii^r,  nor  for  leakage  arising  from  bad  casks  or  cooper- 
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age,  nor  for  damage  to  cast  iron  work,  furniture,  or  other  goods  of  a 
slight  construction.  And  they  give  notice  that  no  claim  for  damage 
will  be  allowed  unless  made  within  three  days  after  the  delivery  of 
the  goods,  nor  for  loss  unless  made  within  three  days  of  the  time  thai 
they  should  be  delivered." 

"  1st  March,  1857." 
*t441       *^*  ^^  likewise  unnecessary  to  set  out  B.  and  C,  the  scales 

J  of  parcels  charges  annexed  to  the  award. 
The  case  was  argued,  on  the  SOth  April  and  8d  May,  before  Cock- 
burn,  C.  J.,  Crompton,  Hill,  and  Blackburn,  Js. 

Collier^  for  the  plaintiflfe. — With  respect  to  the  first  count  The 
defendants  are  common  carriers,  and  as  such  are  bound  to  carry  all 
goods  brought  to  them  to  be  carried,  without  requiring  any  special 
agreement  to  be  signed  by  the  senders ;  provided  of  course  that  they 
have  room  for  the  goods,  that  the  price  of  the  carriage  is  tendered,  and 
that  the  goods  are  such  as  they  are  in  the  habit  of  carrying :  Coggs  i'. 
Bernard,  2  Ld.  Raym.  909;  'Wyld  v.  Pickford,  8  M.  &  W.  443;t 
Johnson  v.  The  Midland  Railway  Company,  4  Exch.  867.t  They  act 
as  common  carriers  so  far  as  the  bulk  of  mankind  is  concerned,  br.t 
they  seek  to  impose  certain  special  conditions  on  persons  who,  liko 
the  plaintiffs,  use  the  railway  as  carriers ;  and  the  arbitrator  has  not 
found  any  reason  to  justify  their  making  such  a  difierence.  The  other 
side  will  rely  on  The  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  81. 
Sect.  2  enacts:  ''Every  railway  company,  canal  company,  and  railway 
and  canal  company,  shall,  according  to  their  respective  powers,  afford  all 
reasonable  facilities  for  the  receiving  and  forwarding  and  delivering  of 
traffic  upon  and  from  the  several  railways  and  canals  belonging  to  or 
worked  oy  such  companies  respectively,  and  for  the  return  of  carriages, 
trucks,  boats,  and  otner  vehicles,  and  no  such  company  shall  make  or 
give  any  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  advantages  to  or  in  favour 
*14o1   ^^  *^y  ^particular  person  or  company,  or  any  particular  descrip- 

^  tion  of  traffic,  in  any  respect  whatsoever,  nor  shall  any  such 
company  subject  any  particular  person  or  company,  or  any  particular 
description  of  traffic,  to  any  undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice  or  disad- 
vantage in  any  respect  whatsoever ;  and  every  railway  company  and  canal 
company  and  railway  and  canal  company  having  or  working  railways 
or  canals  which  form  part  of  a  continuous  line  of  railway  or  canal  or 
railway  and  canal  communication,  or  which  have  the  terminus,  station, 
or  wharf  of  the  one  near  the  terminus,  station,  or  wharf  of  the  other, 
shall  afford  all  due  and  reasonable  facilities  for  receiving  and  for- 
warding all  the  traffic  arriving  bv  one  of  such  railways  or  canals  by 
the  other,  without  any  unreasonable  delay,  and  without  any  such  pre- 
ference or  advantage,  or  prejudice  or  disadvantage,  as  aforesaid,  and 
so  that  no  obstruction  may  be  offered  to  the  public  desirous  of  using 
such  railways  or  canals  or  railways  and  canals  as  a  continuous  line 
of  communication,  and  so  that  all  reasonable  accommodation  may,  by 
means  of  the  railways  and  canals  of  the  several  companies,  be  at  all 
times  afforded  to  the  public  in  that  behalf."  Then  comes  sect.  7 :  "  Every 
such  company  as  aforesaid  shall  be  liable  for  the  loss  of  or  for  any 
injury  done  to  any  horses,  cattle,  or  other  animals,  or  to  any  articles, 
goods,  or  things,  in  the  receiving,  forwarding,  or  delivering  thereof 
occasioned  by  the  neglect  or  default  of  such  company  or  its  servant^ 
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notwithstanding  any  notice,  condition,  or  declaration  made  and  given 
hj  such  company  contrary  thereto,  or  in  anywise  limiting  such  lia- 
bility;  every  such  notice,  condition,  or  declaration  being  hereby 
declared  to  be  null  and  void :  provided  always,  that  nothing  herein 
^contained  shall  be  construed  to  prevent  the  said  companies  r«i4Q 
from  making  such  conditions  with  respect  to  the  receiving,  ^ 
forwarding,  and  delivering  of  any  of  the  said  animals,  articles,  goods, 
or  things,  as  shall  be  adjudged  by  the  Court  or  Judge  before  whom 
any  question  relating  thereto  shall  be  tried  to  be  just  and  reasonable/' 
4c.  Several  of  the  conditions  sought  to  be  imposed  by  the  defend- 
ants are  not  ''just  and  reasonable  within  this  section..  First,  that 
portion  of  the  4th  condition  is  unreasonable  in  which  the  defendants 
saj  that  they  will  not  be  answerable  '*  for  the  loss,  detention,  or  dam- 
age of  any  package  insufficiently  or  improperly  packed,  marked, 
directed,  or  described ;"  and  a  condition  in  those  woras  has  been  held 
bad  in  Simons  v.  The  Great  Western  Bailway  Company,  18  Com.  B. 
805.  During  the  argument  of  that  case,  Jervis,  C.  J.,  asks,  *'  What 
bas  the  insufficiency  of  the  package  to  do  with  the  detention  of  the 
goods  ?"  [Blackburn,  J. — ^Right  or  wrong,  that  case  is  expressly  in 
point  in  your  favour.  GoCKBURN,  C.  J. — It  is  so ;  that  case  is  de- 
cisive on  that  point.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  there,  however, 
seem  also  to  intimate  an  opinion  on  a  point  which  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  decide ;  namely,  that  the  condition  that,  "  no  claim  for  damago 
will  be  allowed  unless  made  within  three  days  after  the  delivery  of 
the  goods,  nor  for  loss,  unless  made  within  three  days  of  the  time 
that  they  should  be  delivered,"  is  just  and  reasonable  within  the 
statute — a  proposition  which,  with  great  deference  to  that  Court,  I 
consider  very  questionable.  Three  days  is  a  very  short  time.  Per- 
haps the  consignee  mav  not  open  the  package  until  the  fourth  day, 
when  he  finds  the  gooas  damaged  through  the  negligence  of  the  Com- 
pany's servants ;  and  the  ^consignee  who  does  not  receive  goods  r^-tA*? 
may  not  know  that  they  have  been  sent  to  him,  while  the  con-  '- 
signer  may  not  know  that  they  have  not  reached  their  destination.] 
[GoUier  also  argued  against  several  other  of  the  conditions,  but  the 
decision  of  the  Court  on  the  4th  condition  renders  it  unnecessary  to 
insert  the  arguments  upon  them.] 

With  respect  to  the  second  count.  The  special  plea  which  the  de- 
fendants have  pleaded  to  this  count,  in  addition  to  the  general  issue, 
and  a  traverse  of  the  readiness  and  willingness  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
of  their  offer  to  pay  to  the  defendants  the  sums  to  which  they  were 
legally  entitled  for  the  conveyance  of  the  goods,  has  been  negatived 
bj  the  finding  of  the  arbitrator.  The  point  raised  by  this  count  has 
been  decided  against  the  defendants  in  Garton  v.  The  Bristol  and 
Kxeter  Railway  Company,  6  Com.  B.  N.  S.  639  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  95); 
and  the  course  which  the  Company  are  described  in  this  plea  as  having 
adopted  is  against  the  policy  of  The  Bailway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act. 
17  &  18  Yict  c.  81,  which  intends  that  these  public  companies  shall 
deal  equally  with  all  persons. 

Then  as  to  the  money  count.  The  first  claim  under  it  is  one  of 
charge  in  excess  of  the  rates  allowed  by  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  civ.  This 
question  depends  on  the  provisions  of  that  statute  taken  in  connec- 
tion witii  those  of  the  previous  Act,  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxxvi.    Stat.  6 
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k  7  W.  4t,  c.  xxxvL  incorporates  the  Compauj,  and  enacts  as  foL 
lows: 

Sect.  174.  ''All  persons  shall  have  free  access  to  pass  along  and 
upon  and  to  use  and  employ  the  ^aid  railwajTi  with  carriages  properly 
constructed,  as  by  this  Act  directed,  upon  payment  only  of  such  rates 
*1481  ^^^  ^^  ^  *8hall  be  demanded  by  the  said  (Company,  not  ex- 
^  ceeding  the  respective  rates  or  tolls  by  this  Act  authorized, 
and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  to  the  rules  and  regu> 
lations  which  shall  from  time  to  time  be  made  by  the  said  Company, 
or  by  the  directors,  by  virtue  of  the  powers  to  them  respectively  ty 
this  Act  granted/' 

Sect.  175.  "  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Company  to  demand  and 
receive  and  recover,  to  and  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  Com- 
pany, for  the  tonnage  of  all  articles,  matters,  and  things  which  shall 
be  conveyed  upon  or  along  the  said  railway  any  rates  or  tolls,  &c., 
not  exceeding  the  following :"  (the  section  then  gives  a  scale  of  so 
much  per  ton  per  mile  according  to  the  articles  carried). 

Sect.  177.  "  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Company,  and  they  are 
hereby  empowered,  to  provide  locomotive  or  stationary  engines,  or 
other  power,  for  the  drawing  or  propelling  of  any  articles,  matters, 
or  things,  persons,  cattle,  or  animals  upon  the  said  railway,  and  also 
along  and  upon  any  other  railway  communicating  therewith,  and  to 
receive,  demand,  and  recover  such  sums  of  money  for  the  use  of 
such  engines  or  other  power  as  the  said  Company  shall  think  proper, 
in  addition  to  the  several  other  rates,  tolls,  or  sums  by  this  Act  author- 
ized to  be  taken." 

Sect.  178.  "  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  said  Company,  and  they  are 
hereby  authorized,  if  they  shall  think  proper,  to  i2se  and  employ 
locomotive  engines,  or  other  moving  power,  and  in  carriages  or  wagons 
drawn  or  propelled  thereby  to  convey  upon  the  said  railway,  and  also 
along  or  upon  any  other  railway  communicating  therewith,  all  such 
passengers,  cattle,  and  other  animals,  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise, 
*1491  ^''^^^^^y  matters,  and  ^things,  as  shall  be  offered  to  them  for 
^  that  purpose,  and  to  make  such  reasonable  charges  for  such 
conveyance  as  they  may  from  time  to  time  determine  upon,  in  addition 
to  the  several  rates  or  tolls  by  this  Act  tiuthorized  to  be  taken :  pro- 
vided always,  that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  said  Company,  or  for 
any  person  using  the  said  railway  as  carriers,  to  charge  for  the  convey- 
ance of  any  passenger  upon  the  said  railway  any  greater  sum  than 
the  sum  of  8]^d.  per  mile,  including  the  toll  or  rate  hereinbefore 
granted." 

Sect.  179.  Packages  containing  goods  of  a  dangerous  quality  are 
to  be  marked. 

Sect.  180.  Passengers  are  entitled  to  carry  a  certain  amount  of 
luggagje  without  extra  charge. 

Sect.  181.  The  Company  are  not  prevented  from  hiring  locomotive 
engines. 

Sect  188.  The  Company  are  authorized  to  fix  the  sum  to  be  charffed 
for  small  parcels,  not  exceeding  500  lbs.  weight  each.  '*  Provided 
always,  that  the  provision  hereinbefore  contained  shall  not  extend  to 
articles,  matters,  or  things,  sent  in  large  aggregate  quantities,  although 
made  up  of  separate  and  distinct  parcels,  such  as  bags  of  sugar,  coffee. 
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neal,  and  tbe  like,  but  only  to  Mi^Ie  pufeels,  iHicdMlect^d  'tiriltli  pa^'ce'hi 
of  a  tike  natiure  which  ^may  be  senvt  upon  the  railway  at  the  same 
time." 

Sect.  164.  "  Provided  alway43,  and  be  it  fuHfaer  ena6ted,  that  in  -all 
cases  where  any  of  the  above^nentkito^Ki  articles,  mattdrg,  things,  or 
persoiis  shall  be  conveyed  on  the  ^d  railway  for  a  less  distancfe  than 
six  miles,  the  said  Company  are  hereby  empowered  to  defnai^d  ^nd 
receive  the  afore-mentioned  mtes,  toDs,  and  cimrges  for  con^ve^yance, 
as  the  case  may  be,  for  six  miles,  exclusive  Of  n  reasonable  charge  for 
the  expense  of  loading  a;nd  ^unloading  the  artrvdes,  matters,  f«i5A 
Of  things,  in  case  where  the  loading  and  unloading  shall  be  ^ 
done  by  the  aaid  Company,  and  ii^faich  charge  *the  aaid  Company  are 
kereby  authorized  to  make/* 

Sec*.  185.  (*'  Without  prqudice  to  any  of  the  pmvietons  herein- 
before contained),  in  all  cases  in  which  there  is  a  fraction  of  a  ton  a 
proportion  of  the  said  rates  or  toUs  may  be  demauded  and  taken  for 
sach  fraction  according  to  the  number  of  quarters  of  a  ton  contained 
therein,  and  when  there  shall  be  afltaction  of  a  quarter  of  a  ton  such 
fracticm  shall  be  deemed  a;nd  considered  us  a  quarter  of  a  ton ;  and  itk' 
til  cases  in  which  there  shull  be  a  fraction  of  a  mile  in  the  distance 
which  any  carriage  shall  pass  upon  the  said  railway  beyond  nix  miles 
or  any  greater  number  of  miles,  the  proportion  of  the  rates  ot  tolls 
wliioh  shall  be  demanded  and  taken  for  such  fraction  shall  be  after 
the  rate  of  the  number  of  quarters  of  a  mile  contained  thereih;  and 
when  there  shall  be  a  fraction  of  a  quarter  of  a  mile  such  fractioli 
shall  be  deemed  and  eonsidered  as  a  quarter  of  a  mile;  and  iti  order 
to  sfloertain  and  calculate  with  greater  precision  and  facility  the  dta* 
t&Dce  for  which  such  rates  or  tolls  shall  be  demanded  and  taken  upon 
the  said  railway  the  said  Company  shall  oause  the  said  railway  to  be 
measured,  and  stones  or  other  conspicuous  marks,  with  proper  inscrip- 
tions thereon,  to  be  set  up  and  maintained  along  the  Whole  Hne 
thereof  at  the  distance  of  a  quarter  of  a  mile  fh>m  each  other.*' 

By  sect.  186^  the  Company  are  empowered  to  reduce  ''  all  or  any 
of  the  rates  or  tolls,"  Itc. 

By  sect.  187,  '' the  aforementioned  rtftes  and  tolb  to  be  taken  by 
Tirtae  of  this  Act  shall  at  all  times  be  charged  equally,"  &c. 

*Sect.  188.  **  The  said  Company  shall  cause  lo  be  painted  on  r^ii  •- 1 
boards,  and  to  be  affixed  and  continued,  and  renewed  as  often  ■-  ^ 
as  the  same  shall  be  obliterated  or  de&ced,  to  ot  upon  every  toll* 
hoQse  or  building  at  which  any  of  the  rates  or  tolls  by  this  Act 
authorized  shall  be  collected  or  received,  in  some  conspicuous  place, 
in  large  and  legible  characters,  an  account  or  list  of  the  several  rates 
sad  toUs  which  the  said  Company  &hall  fVom  time  to  time  direct  and 
appoint  to  be  taken,  and  whicn  «hall  be  .payable  by  virtue  of  this  Act ; 
and  in  case  any  owner  or  master  of  or  person  having  of  assisting  in 
the  charge  of  any  carriage  passing  upon  the  said  railway,  or  any 
collector  of  the  rates  or  tolls  aforesaid,  shall  after  and  whilA  such 
aocoont  or  list  ahall  be  uAxed  as  aforesaid,  demand  or  take  more 
than  the  amount  thereon  specified,  such  owner,  master,  collector,  at 
other  person  as  aforesaid  «hall  forfeit  atid  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding 
5^  for  every  such  offence." 

Sect  189.  "  Pxovided  always,  and  be  it  further  «6!a«^;ed>  that  it  shall 
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not  be  lawful  for  the  said  Gompanj  to  demand  or  take  any  rates  or 
tolls  for  or  in  respect  of  any  article,  matter,  or  thing,  or  any  carriage, 
passenger,  or  cattle,  carried  or  conveyed  upon  or  along  the  said  rail- 
way, except  during  the  time  that  the  said  board  shall  be  so  affixed 
as  aforesaid,  and  for  and  during  such  time  only  as  the  stones  or  other 
conspicuous  marks,  with  proper  inscriptions  thereon,  by  this  Act 
directed  to  be  set  up  for  ascertaining  the  distance  for  which  sach 
rates  or  tolls  shall  be  taken,  shall  remain  so  set  up." 

Then  stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  civ.  enacts, 

Sect.  18.  "  It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  Company  to  demand  or  receive 
any  greater  sum  in  respect  of  the  carriage  oi  passengers  conveyed  on 
♦1591  *^  railway  *than"  (here  the  section  gives  the  rate  per  mile 
■'  which  may  be  charged  in  respect  of  each  passenger  of  the 
different  classes):  "Provided  always  that  if  any  such  passenger  be 
conveyed  for  a  less  distance  than  six  miles  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
said  Company  to  demand  and  receive  tolls  as  for  six  miles." 

Sect.  19.  "It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  Company  to  charge  in 
respect  of  the  several  articles,  matters,  and  things  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, conveyed  on  the  railway,  any  greater  sum,  &c.,  than  the 
several  sums  hereinafter  mentioned  (that  is  to  say)"  (the  section  then 
gives  a  scale  of  so  much  per  ton  per  mile,  according  to  the  articles 
carried,  which  scale  is  higher  than  that  in  the  former  Act.) 

It  appears,  from  several  of  the  above  sections  of  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4, 
c.  xxxvi.,  that,  at  the  time  when  it  was  passed,  the  Legislature  con- 
templated that  the  carriage  of  goods  along  railways  would  chiefly  be 
conaucted  by  persons  using  their  own  engines  and  carriages  for  the 

S)urpose,  leave  however  being  reserved  to  the  Companies  to  use  theirs 
or  the  same  purpose.  The  whole  code  of  charges  established  by  that 
statute  was  framed  with  that  view ;  and  it  is  all  repealed,  and  a  new 
code  substituted  for  it,  by  stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  civ.,  which  was  passed 
at  a  time  when  the  above  notion  had  be^n  completely  abanaoned. 
As  to  goods  above  500  lb&  weight,  the  plaintiff  are  clearly  entitled 
to  judgment,  both  on  principle  and  in  consequence  of  the  decision  in 
Garton  v.  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Bailway  Company,  4  H.  &  N.  83  ;t(a) 
where  it  was  held  that  stat.  8  &  9  Yict  c.  civ.  applies  to  the  whole 
*1581  ^^^^  ^^  railway,  and  not  to  the  junction  and  branch  railways 
J  ♦only.  [Blackburn,  J.— Stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  civ.  may  be  incon- 
sistent with  the  175th  and  177th  sections  of  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxxvi. ; 
but  how  is  it  inconsistent  with  sect.  188,  which  gives  the  Company 
the  power  of  charging  as  they  please  with  respect  to  small  parcels  f) 
The  Legislature,  in  stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c.  civ.,  has  not  expressly  excepted 
small  parcels,  and  these  are  the  Company's  own  Acts,  which  must  be 
viewed  as  contracts  made  with  the  public,  and,  as  such,  construed 
most  strictly  against  the  Company. '  besides,  sect.  188  of  the  former 
Act  applies  only  to  cases  where  small  parcels  are  carried  by  the  Com- 
pany ;  not  where  such  parcels  are  carried  on  the  railway  by  other 
persons.  [Hill,  J. — Suppose,  then,  an  attorney  were  to  make  up  a 
parcel  of  briefe,  and  deliver  it  at  the  railway  station  at  Bristol  to  be 
carried  to  Exeter;  at  what  rate  should  it  be  charged?]  According 
to  the  tonnage  rates  under  stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  civ.  [Hill,  J. — The 
question  is,  whether  you  can  apply  thai  rate  where  a  parcel  cannot 

(a)  A«nMd  I&  Szoh.  Ch.,  ft  Ju.  N.  8. 1173,  ud  in  E.  L.,  7  Jar.  N.  S.  178. 
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be  weighed  so  as  to  get  a  ton,  or  some  aliquot  part  of  a  ton.  If  it  is 
to  be  understood  as  applying  only  to  goods  exceeding  500  lbs.  weight, 
the  rule  is  dear  and  intelligible.] 

The  second  claim  under  the  common  count  is  with  respect  to  the 
sums  charged  for  collection  and  delivery  of  parcels  forwaixled  by  the 

Slaintifb.  The  first  case  on  this  subject  is  Pickford  v.  The  Grand 
unction  Railway  Company,  8  M.  &  W.  872  ;t  but  the  point  has  been 
determined  against  the  defendants  in  Baxendale  v.  The  Great  Western 
Eailway  Company,  5  Com.  B.  N.  S.  336  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  94),  and 
Garton  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  5  Com.  B.  N.  S.  669 
(E.  C.  L.  R.  voL  94). 

*The  third  claim  under  the  common  count  is  divisible  into  r«isrj 
two  parts.  1.  That  relative  to  the  goods  called  "  Manchester  ^ 
Packs."  2.  That  relative  to  certain  other  goods  carried  from  Bristol 
to  Bridgewater.  Baxendale  v.  The  North  Devon  Railway  Company, 
80  L.  T.  133,  is  an  authority  against  this  claim :  which  is  likewise  a 
chaige  for  collection  and  delivery.  Moreover,  with  respect  to  the 
contracts  made  by  the  defendants  with  parties  at  Bridgewater  to  the 
prejodice  of  the  plaintiffs,  this  point  also  has  been  decided  against  the 
defendants  in  Garton  v.  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company,  6 
Com.  B.  N.  S.  639  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  95).  [Hill,  J.— No  question  was 
made  in  that  case  as  to  whether  money  had  and  received  would  lie 
under  such  circumstances.  Can  you  recover  what  you  paid  to  the 
defendants,  under  a  count  for  money  had  and  received  to  your  use, 
because  they  charged  some  other  persons  at  a  lower  rate  than  your- 
self? Their  having  done  so  does  not  render  the  charge  they  made  to 
you  an  unreasonable  one.]  Their  making  such  a  distinction  in  favour 
of  others  renders  the  charge  to  the  plaintiff  an  unreasonable  one. 
The  Company  are  enjoined  by  the  statute  not  to  make  illegal  charges. 
[Croicfton,  J. — The  charging  another  person  too  little  is  not  charging 
you  too  much.  CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Suppose  the  Company  choose,  from 
some  motive  of  mere  favour,  to  convey  the  goods  of  A.  B.  for  nothing, 
could  everv  person  else  to  whom  they  made  a  charge  recover  it  back 
as  money  had  and  received,  unless  there  was  proof  of  damage  7]  Yes. 
The  amount  to  which  they  favour  others  can  make  no  difference. 
Parker  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  7  M.  A;  Gr.  258  (E. 
C.L  R.  vol.  49),  shows  that  that  form  of  action  will  lie  under  the 
^circumstances  of  this  case.  [Blackburn,  J. — There  the  r*;!^^ 
charge  made  was  unreasonable.  Here  that  is  not  suggested.]  '• 
These  charges  were  paid  under  protest. 

The  fourth  claim  under  the  common  count  involves  the  same  ques- 
tion as  that  under  the  third,  with  the  addition  that  the  charges  were 
in  excess  of  those  allowed  by  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  civ.  ^ 

The  fifth  claim  under  that  count  is  decided  against  the  defendants 
by  the  second  point  in  Parker  t;.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Com- 
panv. 

The  sixth  claim  is  the  same  as  the  fifth,  with  the  addition  of  the 
charges  being  in  excess  of  those  allowed  by  stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c.  civ. 

Tlie  seventh  claim  is  founded  on  overcharges  made  to  the  plaintifib 
beyond  the  rates  in  the  scale  bills  of  the  defendants ;  and  the  fact 
found  in  the  case,  that  some  of  them  were  made  through  mistake,  is 
iuunateriaL    The  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  8  &  9  Vict.  o. 
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20,  tbe  proyiaions  of  wlii<di  are,  by  sect.  2  of  Blsat.  8  k  d  Vict  c.  «lv^ 
incorporated  witb  tbat  Act  Uriiless  when  inoonststeat  with  it,  enaefts, 
in  sect.  93 :  ''A  list  of  all  the  tolls  authorised  by  the  .^)ecial  Act  to 
be  taken,  and  which  shaU  be  exacted  bj  the*  Company,  shall  be  pub- 
Ushed  bj  the  same  being  painted  upon  one  toll-board  or  mor^  in 
distinct  black  letters  on  a  white  ground,  or  white  letters  on  a  blaok 
ground,  or  by  the  same  being  printed  in  legible  characters  on  paper 
affixed  to  such  board,  aad  by  such  board  being  exhibited  in  some 
Conspicuous  place  on  the  stations  or  places  where  .such  tolls  shall  be 
made  payable." 

The  last  point  is,  whether  the  Company  are  not  bound  by  their 
♦1561  ^^''^^'^  ^^*»  ^  *  7W.  4,  c.  xxxvi.  ss.  188,  *189,  to  affix  upon 
^  their  toll-houses,  Ac,  boards  containing  lists  of  the  rates  or 
tolls  which  they  intend  to  take.  [Hill,  J. — Does  that  apply  except 
to  persons  using  the  railway  in  their  own  conyeyances?  Cocebcrx. 
C.  J. — Sect.  184  distinguishes  between  rates  and  tolls,  and  charges  for 
conyeyance;  whereas  sects.  185,  186,  and  187  speak  entirely  of  rates 
and  tolls,  leaving  out  charges  for  conveyance.  Blackburn,  J. — 
Sect.  177,  after  enacting  that  the  Company  mw  provide  locomotiv^e 
engines,  &c.,  says:  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Company  to  "receive, 
demand,  and  recover  such  sums  of  money  for  the  use  of  such  engines, 
&c.,  as  the  said  Company  shall  think  proper,  in  addition  to  the  several 
other  rates,  tolls,  or  sums."]  That  is  rather  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff-. 
Sect.  178  contemplates  one  class  of  tolls  on  persons  employing  the 
Company  to  carry  goods  for  them  on  the  railway ;  another,  on  persons 
conveying  goods  on  the  railway  themselves. 

Kinglake,  Serjt.,  for  the  defendants. — The  grievance  alleged  in  the 
first  count  is,  not  that  the  defendants  refused  to  carry  these  goods, 
except  upon  certain  conditions,  but  that  they  refused  to  carry  them 
except  on  certain  conditions  which  were  Unjust  and  unreasonable^ 
Now,  even  supposing  the  conditions  were  unjugrt  and  unreasonable, 
still  that  does  not  give  the  plaintiffs  a  right  of  action  against  the 
defendants,  if  they  are  not  common  carriers,  and  have  always  pro* 
fessed  to  carry  on  those  conditions  only.  Thoy  had  a  right  tx)  impose 
conditions  previous  to  The  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  17  k  18 
Vict.  c.  31 ;  and  that  Act  has  not  taken  away  the  right  to  impose 
reasonable  ones.  They  may  not  have  been  in  the  habit  of  carrying 
^ci^-i  for  all  persons  on  *the  same  terms;  and  a  common  carrier  has 
-'  not,  in  all  cases,  a  right  to  know  the  contents  of  a  package 
delivered  to  him  to  carry :  per  Maule,  J.,  in  Crouch  v.  The  North 
Western  Railway  Company,  14  Com.  B.  255,  294  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  78). 
[Hill,  J. — There  is  an  express  allegation  in  this  declaration  that  the 
defendants  were  common  carriers  for  hire,  which  is  not  denied  by  the 
pleadings,  and,  consequently,  must  be  taken  as  admitted  on  the  record; 
and  one  issue  on  the  first  count  is,  did  they  refuse  to  receive  these 
goods  for  the  purpose  of  carriage  unless  the  plaintiffs  would  sign 
certain  unreasonable  terms?]  With  respect,  then,  to  the  conditions 
themselves.  The  fourth  is,  that  the  defendants  will  not  carry,  except 
on  the  condition  that  they  are  not  to  be  answerable  "for  the  loss^ 
detention,  or  damage  of  any  package  insufficiently  or  improperly 
packed,  marked,  directed,  or  described."  The  plainti£&  rely  on 
Simons  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  18  Com.  B.  605 
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(E.  C  L.  B.  Tol.  86),  in  whicli  suoli  a  condition  was  held  bad,  .irlieEe 
an  article  was  bat,  which  is  not  the  case  here.  [Blackbubn,  J.-«- 
How  can  we,  as  a  Court  of  merely  eo-ordinate  jurisdiction,  hold  this 
condition  good  against  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  in 
that  case  7  What  you  might  do  with  the  question  in  a  Court  of  error 
is  a  different  thing.  If  so,  there  is  no  use  in  arguing  the  other  con- 
ditions; for,  if  one  of  them  is  unjust  and  unreasonable,  it  is  as  bad 
for  your  case  as  if  one  hundred  were.]  If  the  Court  considers  itself 
honud  by  Simons  v.  The  Great  Western  Bailway  Company,  it  may 
be  useless  to  disouss  the  other  conditions.  [Hill,  J. — Wc  think  we 
are  bound  by  that  case.]  The  declaration,  however,  alleges  that  the 
defendants  **  refused  to  carry  except  on  certain  unjust  and  unreason* 
able  conditions;"  *an  all^ation  which  is  not  satisfied  by  proof  r«-ir3 
that  (me  of  those  conditions  was  unjust  and  unreasonable:  *- 
White  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  2  Coul  B.  N.  S.  7 
(£.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  89).  [CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — In  that  case  it  was  held 
that  all  the  conditions  there  were  reasonable.] 

Then  as  to  the  second  count.  It  is  difficult  to  understand  the  mean- 
ing of  this  count — whether  it  means  that  the  defendants  gave  a 
preference  to  others  to  the  po'ejudice  <^  the  plaintiffs,  or  that  the 
defendants  did  not  receive  the  goods  from  the  plaintiffs,  although 
tendered  within  a  reasonable  time  for  carriage.  If  the  fonner,  the 
plaintiff  are  deprived  of  remedy  in  this  form  by  the  6th  section  of 
The  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  81,  which 
enacts:  "No  proceeding  shall  he  taken  for  any  violation  or  contra- 
Tention  of  the  above  enactments,  except  in  the  manner  herein  provided ; 
but  nothing  herein  contained  shall  take  away  or  diminish  any  rights, 
remedies,  or  privilege  of  any  person  or  company  against  any  railway 
or  canal  or  railway  and  canal  company  under  the  existing  law." 
[Blackbubn,  J. — The  statutory  remedy  applies  only  to  the  future; 
£:>r  the  past  it  leaves  matters  as  they  were.  Cbompton,  J. — This 
count  seems  objectionable  as  stating  what  is  mere  matter  of  evidence. 
The  only  material  allegations  in  it  are,  that  the  defendants  were  com- 
mon carriers,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  ready  and  willing  to  perform 
all  just  and  reasonable  conditions^  but  that  the  defendants  refused  to 
carry.] 

Then,  as  to  the  common  count.  As  to  the  first  claim  under  it :  by 
86ct.  2  of  Stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  civ.,  the  powers  of  former  Acts  regula- 
ting the  Company  are  extended  to  that  Act,  except  such  as  have 
expired  by  ^effluxion  of  time,  or  are  inapplicable  to  that  Act,  r»-i  ro 
or  inconsistent  with  or  provided  for  by  The  Lands  Clauses  *- 
Consolidation  Act,  or  with  or  by  such  of  the  clauses  and  provisions 
of  the  Railways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  as  were  made  applicable  to 
that  Act,  &c.  There  is  no  inconsistency  between  the  19th  section  of 
this  Act  and  the  183d  section  of  the  previous  Act,  6  &  7  W.  4;,  c. 
xzxvi.  It  is  absurd  to  suppose  that,  under  the  earlier  Act,  the  Com* 
pany,  when  carrying  things  under  500  lbs.  weight,  were  compelled  to 
charge  for  them  according  to  a  tonnage-rate. 

As  to  the  second  question,  namely,  that  relating  to  the  collection 
*nd  delivery.  [Cockbubn,  C.  J. — Can  you  distinguish  tlus  from 
Baxendale  v.  The  Great  Western  Railway  Company,  5  Com.  B.  N.  S. 
236  (E.  G*  L.  R.  vol.  94),  and  the  other  case  in  the  same  volume  ?] 
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Those  cases  relate  to  goods  charged  at  a  certain  rate  per  ton :  here 
there  were  only  small  parcels,  the  sums  collected  in  respect  of  which 
are  very  trivial,  and  the  trouble  in  collecting  which  has  been  con- 
siderable. [Hill,  J. — You  charge  to  the  full  extent  for  the  carriage 
of  the  goods,  and  in  addition  to  that  you  charge  for  a  collecting  and 
delivery,  services  which  the  arbitrator  finds  were  not  performed  by 
you.  Cbompton,  J. — ^You  cannot  maintain  a  charge  for  services 
which  you  have  not  performed.  Cockburn,  C.  J. — Besides  which, 
those  cases  in  the  Common  Pleas  put  you  out  of  Court.] 

On  the  third  claim  under  the  common  count,  the  Court  has  already 
pronounced  its  judgment  in  favour  of  the  defendants. 

The  fourth  claim  is  the  same  as  the  third,  with  the  addition  of  the 
*1  ftm  charges  being  in  excess  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  *c.  civ.  In  Garten 
^^"J  V.  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company,  6  Com.  B.  N.  S. 
689  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  95),  which  has  been  cited  on  the  other  side,  the 
Court  intimate  an  opinion  that,  if  the  Company  had  charged  lower 
rates  to  particular  individuals  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  competition 
by  another  railway  company  or  another  mode  of  carriage,  in  considera- 
tion of  their  sending  large  quantities  of  goods  for  carriage,  their  judg* 
ment  might  have  been  different ;  and  that  fact  is  here  supplied  by  the 
opinion  of  the  arbitrator.  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — ^Yes.  If  that  was  done 
for  the  purpose  of  advancing  the  interests  of  the  Company  as  a  raih 
way  company^  and  not,  as  here,  to  give  an  advantage  to  others  or  to 
themselves  off  the  railway?^ 

As  to  the  fifth  head  under  the  common  count.  In  Baxendale  v. 
The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company,  4  Com.  B.  N.  S.  63  (E.  C. 
L.  R.  vol.  98),  the  Court  said  that,  where  a  number  of  separate  pack- 
ages are  all  addressed  to  the  same  person,  they  are  easily  accessible  at 
a  station;  but  if  to  a  number  of  persons,  extra  trouble  is  involved. 
Here  the  plaintiffs  brought  to  the  defendants  to  be  carried  divers 
packages  of  goods  of  the  same  kind  at  the  same  time.  It  is  found  by 
the  arbitrator  that  these  packages  were  all  addressed  to  the  plaintiffs, 
but  were  intended  for  different  ultimate  consignees,  whose  names  and 
addresses  were  also  to  be  found  on  the  packages,  though  usually  con- 
cealed by  the  plaintiff*  address,  which  was  pasted  over  them.  For 
those  on  which  the  names  of  the  ultimate  consignees  were  not  thus 
concealed  the  defendants  had  a  right  to  make  a  separate  charge. 

The  sixth  question  is  the  same  as  the  fifth,  with  the  addition  of 
involving  the  small  parcels  question  under  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxxvi. 
♦1611  *With  respect  to  the  seventh  question,  as  to  the  Company 
-'  having  exceeded  the  rate  in  the  scale  bills :  the  general  provi- 
sions of  stat.  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxxvi.,  are  merely  that  the  Company  are 
to  make  reasonable  charges.  This  question  is  hardly  worth  discussing, 
the  amount  of  excess  during  six  years  amounting  only  to  8^.  I85.  ZdL 

(On  proceeding  to  discuss  the  last  point,  he  was  stopped  by  the 
Court.) 

Collier^  in  reply. — Crouch  v.  The  North  Western  Railway  Compan v, 
14  Com.  B.  265  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  78),  which  has  been  cited  on  the 
other  side,  confirms  the  cases  cited  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiffs  relative 
to  the  duties  of  common  carriers.  Baxendale  v.  The  Kastem  Counties 
Railway  Company,  4  Com.  B.  N.  S.  68  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  98),  is  based 
entirely  on  the  ground  of  additional  trouble  given  to  the  Company. 
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GocKBUBN,  C.  J. — ^In  delivering  our  judgment  in  this  case  it  will 
be  necessary  for  me  to  advert  to  the  different  heads  of  complaint  which 
arise  upon  the  declaration,  together  with  the  pleadings  and  the  find- 
ings of  the  arbitrator  in  his  award. 

The  plaintiff  in  the  first  count  complain  that  the  defendants,  who 
were  common  carriers,  declined  to  receive  goods  tendered  to  them  by 
the  plaintiff  for  conveyance,  on  tender  of  such  sums  of  money  as 
they  were  legally  entitled  to  receive  for  that  purpose,  "unless  the 
plaintiff  signed  certain  unjust  and  unreasonable  conditions."    The 
declaration  proceeds  on  the  statement  and  assumption  that  the  defend- 
ants were  common  carriers,  and  the  plea  of  Not  guilty  which  they 
have  pleaded  *to  this  count  does  not  take  issue  on  that  fact;  r«i  go 
the  only  issue  of  fact  raised  and  insisted  on  under  that  plea  '- 
being  whether  the  conditions  sought  to  be  imposed  W  the  defendants 
on  the  plaintiffs  were  reasonable  or  unreasonable.    In  the  course  of 
the  argument  it  was  virtuallv  admitted  that  one  of  those  conditions, 
i.  e^  the  fourth,  which  the  plaintifBs  were  called  on  to  sign  before  the 
defendants  would  receive  the  ffoods  for  conveyance,  was,  if  the  autho- 
rity of  the  case  of  Simons  v.  The  Qreat  Western  Railway  Company, 
18  Com.  B.  805  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  86),  is  to  be  supported,  an  unreason- 
able and  unlawful  condition ;  and,  that  being  so,  it  appears  to  me  that 
the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  on  that  count.    I  take  the  law 
with  respect  to  the  obligations  of  common  carriers  to  be  clear.    Per- 
sons holding  themsel  es  out  to  the  world  as  common  carriers  are 
bound  to  act  as  such  in  respect  to  such  goods  as  they  profess  to  carry^ 
and  have  accommodation  to  carry,  on  such  goods  being  tendered  to 
them  to  be  carried,  and,  on  a  reasonable  tender  of  proper  remunera* 
tion,  without  suhgecting  the  person  tendering  them  to  any  unreason- 
able condition.  Here  it  is  found  as  a  fact  that  the  defendants  (admitted 
on  the  record  to  be  common  carriers,  and  therefore  bound  by  the  law 
as  I  have  stated  it)  have  sought  to  impose  as  conditions  terms  which 
were  unreasonable,  and  which  it  was  not  competent  to  them  to  seek 
to  impose.    The  effect  of  that  has  been  to  prevent  the  plaintiffi  from 
haying  their  goods  conveyed  except  by  submitting  to  those  unreason- 
able terms,  to  which  they  were  not  bound  by  law  to  submit ;  and  the 
arbitrator  therefore  properly  awarded  damages  for  that.     On  this 
groand,  therefore,  that  count,  supported  as  it  is  by  the  facts  found, 
entitles  th3  plainti£b  to  our  judgment. 

*It  has,  however,  been  put,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants,  r^^  ^q 
that,  by  The  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic  Act,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  ■■  ^^^ 
81,  they  are  allowed  to  protect  themselves  against  the  responsibility 
which  the  law  attaches  to  common  carriers  by  insisting  on  these  con* 
ditions,  and  calling  on  parties  who  tender  their  goods  for  carriage  to 
sign  them.  The  Legislature  has  wisely  attached  to  the  right  which  it 
gives  to  common  carriers  by  railway  or  canal  thus  to  proteot  them- 
lelres  against  liability,  the  provision  that  the  conditions  they  impose 
shall  be  just  and  reasonable;  and  to  that  provision,  thus  relied  on  by 
the  defendants,  the  answer  is  that  the  arbitrator  has  found,  and,  xmder 
the  circumstances,  the  Court  considers  has  properly  found,  facts  show* 
iog  that  one  of  the  conditions  was  not  just  and  reasonable.  Conse- 
quently the  defendants,  who  are  common  carriers^  were,  as  much  by 
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fitatate  law  as  by  common  law,  precluded  from  insisting  on  thd  tenbji 
of  tbat  condition. 

I  pass  on  to  the  second  count,  which,  according  to  the  best  con* 
struction  we  can  put  upon  it  (for  the  count  is  not  according  to  liie 
artistic  rules  of  pleading,  inasmuch  as  it  is  argumentative  and  sets  out 
evidence),  in  substance,  amounts  to  this, — ^t&at  the  defendants  declined 
to  take  the  plaintiffs'  goods,  to  be  conveyed  by  their  railway,  under 
circumstances  which  made  it  reasonable  and  proper  that  they  should 
have  done  so ;  and  that  fact  has  been  found  for  the  plaintiff.  The 
substance  of  the  complaint  is  that  the  defendants  imposed  an  unreason- 
able condition,  namely,  that  the  goods  should  be  brought  to  them  at 
an  unreasonable  time,  when  they  received  those  of  other  persons  after 
the  time  they  had  fixed  for  the  piaintafTn ;  here  again,  therefore,  a  con- 
*1641  ^^^^^^  ^  imposed  "^on  which  the  defendants  had  no  right  to 
^  insist,  and  the  plaintiff  accordingly  are  entitled  to  our  judg- 
ment 

Then  come  the  questions  on  the  money  count.  The  first  head  relates 
to  overcharge ;  and  this  leads  us  to  the  consideration  whether  the  de- 
fendants were  bound  to  charge  for  the  carriage  of  these  goods  accord- 
ing to  the  tonnage-rate  provided  by  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  dv.,  s.  19,  or 
whether  they  were  at  liberty  to  charge  according  to  certain  provisions 
in  the  earlier  Act,  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxxvi  It  is  not  disputed,  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiffs,  that^  according  to  stat  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxxvi., 
the  defendants  would  be  entitled  to  make  these  charges  on  parcels 
under  600  lbs.  weight  It  is  admitted  that>  by  the  decision  of  the 
House  of  Lords  in  Oarton  v.  The  Bristol  and  Eixeter  Railway  Com- 
pany, 7  Jur.  N.  S.  178,  stat  8  4  9  Vict  c  civ.,  s.  19,  does  override 
Stat  6  &  7  W.  4,  c.  xxxvi.,  in  respect  to  parcels  exceeding  500  lbs.  in 
weight  It  must  be  equally  admitted  that,  as  regards  such  as  are  less 
than  500  lbs.,  the  Company  (if  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  civ.  had  not  passed) 
would  have  been  entitled  to  make  the  charges  they  have  made.  Thas 
arises  the  question  whether  Mr.  Collier  is  right  in  his  contention  that 
stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c  civ.  entirely  overrides  the  clauses  in  the  former 
Act,  by  which  the  Company  were  entitled  to  charge  for  these  goods 
at  their  discretion  so  long  as  their  charges  were  reasonable.  Now, 
stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  civ.,  in  my  judgment,  does  not  abrogate  those  pro- 
visions in  the  earlier  Act  which  are  not  inconsistent  with  it ;  and  I 
cannot  help  thinking  that,  as  regscrds  the  power  of  the  Company  to 
charge  for  the  conveyance  of  goods  by  their  own  carriages,  the  true 
*1651  <^^^^^^^i<>^  of  the  two  ^statut^  together  is  this,  that  sUit  8  k 
-'  9  Vict  c.  civ.,  s.  19,  applies  only  to  goods  of  a  character  and- 
description  where  tlw  charge  maybe  by  so  much  per  ton;  and  the 
sections  of  the  earlier  statute,  which  relate  to^  smaller  goods,  still 
remain  unaffected  by  the  later  statute ;  and' t^erefbre  the  Company 
were  justified  in  imposing  on  them  the  charges  they  did; 

The  bccond  question  under  the  money  count  is  diat  relating  to  tto 
charges  ibr  the  collection  and  delivery  of  parcels  forwarded  by  tife 
plaintifb  by  passenger  and  van  trains,  under  the  circumstances  detailed* 
in  the  case.  The  Court  has  fully  disposed  of  that'  question  in  the 
course  <A  the  argument,  and  declared  its  judgment  tiiat  under  thii' 
heAd'the  plaintiffit  an  entitled  to  recover. 

The  third  head  on  the  money  count  is  that  which  has  been  men 
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tioned  as  the  q^iestion  Telathre  ta  tlie  G«rrn^e  of  cepUin  good»  called 
"Manchester  Packs,"  and  certain  other  goods.  Of  this  also  we  have' 
disposed  durring  the  argument,  when  we  pronounced  our  judgment  in 
&Your  of  the  defendants. 

With  respect  to  the  fourth  head  of  claim  under  that  count,  namely, 
the  question  arising  on  the -Bridge water  traffic.  Hevt'  it  has  not  been 
found  that  any  unreasonable  inequality  was  made  by  the  defendants 
to  the  detriment  of  the  plaintiffs.  This  question  depends  partly  on 
the  foregoing  one  relating  to  the  Bridewater  traffic,  and  partly  on 
Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  clr.  liie  effect  of  that  statute  on  the  former  Act 
we  have  already  considered,  and  pronounced  our  judgment.  On  this 
head,  therefore,  the  plaintiflb  will  get  the  smaller  sum  found  by  the* 
tfbitrator,  namely,  6^.  9^.  2d. 

With  reference  to  the  fifth  claim  under  the  common  ^count,   r*i^a 
the  case  of  Baxendale  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Bailway  Com-   *- 
pany,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  68  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  93),  governs  that. 

The  sixth  claim  under  the  common  count  turns  chiefly  on  the 
same  question  as  the  preceding  one-;  it  also  involves  the  small  par- 
cels question  under  6  &  7  W.  4,  o.  xXxvi.,  and  on  it  the  plaintiff  are 
entitled  to  recover  17.  Ids.  5d.,  according  to  the  finding  of  the  arbi- 
trator. 

The  seventh  claim  under  the  common  count  relates;  to  payments 
made  by  the  plaintiffs  in  excess  of  the  scale  in  the  defendants'  scale 
bills.  Some  of  these  charges  were  made  by  mistake,  and  the  point 
has  been  given  up  by  their  counsel. 

There  remains  a  general  claim  by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  &e 
various  sums  assessed  by  the  arbitrator  on^he  common  count,  on  the 
ground  that  the  defendants  had  not  put  up  any  boards  to  indicate  the 
amount  of  their  tolls.  It  is  very  doubtful  indeed  whether  they  arer 
bound  to  put  up  boards  at  all  in  respect  to  the  conveyance  of  parcels 
and  packages  by  their  own-  carriages ;  but,  at  all  events,  we  think  thst* 
my  payments  which  they  received  from^  the  plaintiff  or  others  on' 
this  head,  cannot  be  recovered  back  on  a  count  for  money  bad  aoid 
received, 

Obomptok,  Hill,  and  Blackburn-  Js.,  oonourred. 

Judgment  accordingly. 


^he  Boand'of  Guardians*  of  the  Poor  of  the  townahip  of   r^tti^ 
TOXTETH  EAUK,  Appelianta;  v.  The  Loeal  Board  of   •-  ^^^ 
Health  of  the  rural  district  of  TOXTETH  PABK,  BeapondentJi/ 
may  1* 

Local  Government  Act,  IS^-^GenetaldiBiriel^rtaeiy-f^ofraiicAUUy.'-Wm-k^^ 

1.  Scet  65  of  Tb«  Loeal  GoTornmmit  Aot,  185S  (31  A  32  Viet.  e.  98),  whioli  proTidte  that  ih« 
gtotral  diskriet-ratet  under  the  Aet  iheU  Iw  levied  '^upon  the  oeenpier  of  all  sveh  kindt  of  pro- 
I«rtx  M  by  thv-lawi  ill  foree  for  th^tliM  Mng-sre-or  Buy  ba  aaeasaable  to  aii7'Ala'for4k»' 
mUef  of  the  poor,"  baa  nBnmm  U>  ftbe  deteriptkoo  of  the  proparty,  noi  4o  the  charaeCer  of  %U^ 
oMapatioa  la  theparHeiilar  iutanoe;  and  makea  aaaauable  to  the  diatriet'-rates  all  propertyr 
vkieb,  from  ita  satare,  ii  prim&  faeie  aaieasable  to  poor-rate. 

t  Tr,  an.eztra-paroobial  plaee  maintaising  iti  own  poor;  eonabtMof  twv  dietrictr; 'ifli# 
viifei  th»'%Mmigli  •# a<.,  tbrotHer^  ^Ihe^ndr  dlrtiiil^ «ol^wi«iK U    Th4  tMidted»*cffT. 


167         GUABDIANS  v.  BOARD  OF  HEALTH.    B.  T.  1861. 

bnllt  ft  workhouM  md  workhovie  hofpltal  within  the  rural  distriot»  which  w«ra  used  for  the 
whole,  And  only  for  the  whole,  of  T.  The  Local  Board  of  Health  for  the  raral  dutrict  haTiog 
made  a  general  diitriot-rate  for  that  diitrict :  Held,  that  the  gaardians  of  T.  were  liable  to 
Maeuaent,  aa  oocupien  of  property  aseeasable  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  within  the  meaning 
of  leeu  55  of  lUt  21  A  23  Vict  e.  98. 

Case  stated  under  stat.  12  &  18  Yict.  c.  45. 

Toxteth  Park  is  an  extra-parochial  place,  separately  maintaining 
its  own  poor.  Part  of  it  lies  within  the  boundary  of  the  borough  of 
Liverpool,  and  the  other  part  beyond  the  boundary ;  and  such  last- 
mentioned  part  is  called  the  rural  district  of  Toxtetn  Park. 

Toxteth  Park,  and  certain  contiguous  parishes,  were  for  some  time 
united  for  the  administration  of  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  the  poor, 
and  formed  a  union  for  such  purposes,  called  the  union  of  West 
Derby ;  but  in  consequence  of  the  increase  of  the  population  Toxteth 
Park  was,  in  the  year  1857,  duly  separated  from  such  union ;  ai  i 
since  that  time  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  Toxteth  Paiic 

*1681  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  administered  by  the  ^appellants  as  a  sepc- 
^  rate  board  of  guardians,  daly  elected  under  the  provisions  ccr- 
tained  in  the  66th  section  of  The  roor  Law  Amendment  Act,  7  &  8 
Yict.  c.  101 ;  and  the  poor-rates  made  in  respect  of  Toxteth  Park  i:*e 
entire  rates  extending  over  the  whole  of  Toxteth  Park  aforesaid. 

In  consequence  of  such  separation,  the  board  of  guardians  of  Tox- 
teth Park  purchased  a  large  piece  of  land  situate  in  the  district  of 
Smithdown  Lane  hereinafter  mentioned,  in  the  said  rural  district  c»f 
Toxteth  Park,  and  erected  thereon  a  very  extensive  workhouse  and 
workhouse  hospital  for  the  poor  of  the  whole  of  the  said  extra-paro- 
chial  place  of  Toxteth  Park ;  and  such  land  was,  before  and  until  the 
time  of  such  purchase,  by  the  laws  in  force  for  the  time  being,  assess* 
able  to  any  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor. 

Prior  to  the  erection  of  such  workhouse  and  workhouse  hospital, 
there  was  no  sewer  in  the  said  district  of  Smithdown  Lane ;  but,  in 
consequence  of  the  erection  of  such  workhouse  and  hospital,  the 
respondents,  after  the  passing  of  The  Local  Government  Act,  1858, 
commenced  and  made  a  sewer,  being  a  work  of  a  permanent  nature, 
under  the  powers  given  to  them  by  The  Public  Health  Act,  1848, 
and  The  Local  Government  Act.  1858,  for  the  purpose  of  draining 
the  said  workhouse  and  workhpuse  hospital  and  the  dwelling-house 
within  the  said  district  of  Smithdown  Lane,  and  for  the  benefit  thereof; 
and,  at  the  request  of  the  appellants,  the  respondents  gave  permission 
to  the  appellants  to  enter  such  sewer  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  such 
workhouse  and  hospital,  and  the  appellants  have  accordingly  entered 
such  sewer,  and  made  drains  communicating  between  the  said  sewer 
and  workhouse  and  hospital. 

♦Ifl91       Prior  t<>  *1^®  passing  of  The  Local  Government  Act,  *1858, 
^  the  respondents  had,  under  the  88th  section  of  The  Public 
Health  Act,  1848,  made  and  levied  special  district-rates. 

The  said  workhouse  and  workhouse  hospital,  at  the  time  when  the 
said  several  rates  were  made,  were  in  fact  assessed  to  rates  for  the 
relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  extra-parochial  place  of  Toxteth  Park ; 
but  whether  they  were,  according  to  law,  assessable  to  such  rates  was 
a  part  of  the  question  submitted  to  the  Court. 

j3y  the  8th  section  of  stat.  9  &  10  Yict  c.  cxxvii.,  entitled  "  An. 


Jet  fer  tte  hiipitro'id^^fft  of  thcf  tf^ff^ili^  tfiia  tfAifificig^y  ikm  fcft  Cft^ 
ttiiita^  fegiilatidtt  of  th^  bofougb  of  Lfrefpot)!,'^  &c.,  ofttt  fecftintf 
tlurt  the  powerar  itttd  pfotisicms  df  st£tt.  5  Ab  8  Yicl  or.  cf .,  etitiHTed 
"An  Acl  for  Iwjtter  paving  atwf  xmpYo^fli^  tRe  streietd'  and  highway* 
within  the  e3Ctra-|)a;Tocfiial  pfacie  of  Toxtetk  Fark,  fa  tBe  cftrunty  pala- 
tine of  Lancastet,  and  for  the  sewerage  tft  c^rtafiii  pirtd  of  the  said 
pkce,  so  fiir  as  the  same  related  to  the  coirstrttctioof  and  i^epatf  of,  imd 
deansing  the  ^ewef 8,  drains;  and  watercotnrsei^,  attd  &thef  seirerage 
porposes,  and  to  the  falsing  of  money  amd  (he  impositios  of  ri^s  mj^ 
the  said  last-mentioned  ptrrposes,  were  confined  to  soeliF  part  of  tb«f 
mSi  esctra-paroehial  plac^  as  Ked  Within  <he  botindary  of  the  sdiil 
Wough,  and  that  i^e  powers  and  pf ofision'S'  of  the  iskme  Aet,  as  ht 
as  tie  same  relate  to  the  constrttetron,  repfrfr;  pavitig,  and  flkggfn:^ 
of  the  streets,  and  to  the  deansin]^  of  the  SErid  extra-parochial  place, 
rati  the  raising  of  nioney  and  the  inAosftion  of  rates  f&t'  the  said 
last^menttoned  purposes,  extended  to  the  whofer  of  the  said  extr.lf- 
parochial  place  of  Toxtetb  Park,  whiclt  He*  a*  well  wRhiB  da  witho»il 
tic  said  borough ;  it  waa  enacted,  that  stteh  and  so  many  of  the  pro- 
ri^oQs  of  ike  said  Act  as  relatea  to  that  part  of  *the  extra*  r^^yn 
parochial  place  of  Toxteth  Park  wWcfe  HeS  witltitt  the  said  ^  ^  '^ 
boroagh  should,  on  and  stder  the  day  on  which  that  Act  should  dome 
into  operation,  be,  and  thei  same  were,  on*  and  after  the  ^id  day,  the^^e^ 
br  repealed. 

'By  the  leOtb  sectfoii  (rf  tie  sdid  stafc  9*  A  10  Vic*,  c.  e±xtii.,  ft  f» 
enacted  that  the  said  psh^h  of  Ltyerpbti,  and  tbe  said  several  town- 
ships of  Ererton  and  Eirkdale  respectively,  and  the-  said  parts  of  the 
lowttship  of  West  Derby,  and  of  the  said  estfra-parocbial  place  of 
Toxteth  Park,  respectively,  should  be  separate  and  disflnct  districts* 
for  the  purpose  of  laying  and  levying  the  said  several  rates  there^in 
mentioned. 

By  the  162d  section  of  the  said  stat.  9  A  lf#  fkt.  d.  cjExvfi.,  ft  waa 
enacted  that  money  borrowed  by  the  Oomttrisstonferff,  in  pursnance  of 
ibe  authority  therein  mentioned;  should  be  a  charge  tfpon  the  seWer* 
rate,  to  be  made  as  thereinbefore  directed  in  the  said  part  of  thcf 
^xtra-parochial  place  of  Toxteth  Park,  Wl»c6  liea  Within  the  said 
borough. 

By  the  provimonaF  order  of  the  General  Board  of  Bfealth,  bearingf 
date  30th  of  July,  1855,  confirmed  by  stat.  l8f  &  19^  Tid  c.  125,  b^g' 
**The  Public  Health  Supplemental  Act;  185&,"  The  Public  H«»hfr 
Act,  1848,  witti  certainr  exceptions  set  forth  ift  that  otder,  was  applied 
ti)  the  parts  included  within  the  boundaries  of  Toxteth  Park  afofe'- 
fflid,  as  defined  in*  the  said  stat.  5  &  ft  Vict.  c.  cv.,  and  the  Oom-mis- 
swnersfor  the  tiine  being  acting  in  execution  of  the  Stffd  Local  Act 
of  5  4  6  Vict.  c.  cv.,  were  appoi*nted  the  Local  Boat-d  of  Health  undei^ 
fte  said  Public  Health  Act. 

By  stat.  21  Vict.  c.  x.  it  was  enacted,  "that  such  provisional  ordeif 
AouW  be  taken  and  held  ta  apply  t<^  so  much  of  the  said  extra 
pwoehial  place  as  is  not  ^included  within  the  boundaries  of  the  r«i  71 
Mid  borough ;  and  the  said  order  is  declared  to  be  of  full'  fotce  L  ^ '  •■• 
and  eflbct  withitir  and  in  respect  df  so  much  of  the  said  extr<r-parochial 
{^Ke  as  is  ffot  SO'  inclttded  as  afof  esaid ;  and  all  the  acts,  contracts, 
utttramenta,  and  proceedings  done,  entered  into,  or  executed  by  the 
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Local  Board  of  Health,  acting  under  the  said  order,  should  be  and 
were  thereby  declared  to  be  as  valid  and  effectual  as  if  the  said  order 
had  referred  only  to  the  part  of  the  said  extra-parochial  place  not  so 
Included  as  aforesaid :  and  the  respondents  became,  and  were  and  are, 
the  Local  Board  of  Health  of  the  rural  district  aforesaid. 

After  the  erection  of  the  said  workhouse  and  hospital,  and  such 
communication  had  been  made  by  the  appellants  into  the  said  sewer 
so  made  by  the  respondents,  and  after,  the  said  workhouse  had  been 
appropriated,  and  while  it  was  being  used  as  the  workhouse  for  the 
said  extra-parochial  place,  that  is  to  say,  on  6th  March,  1860,  a  gene- 
ral district-rate  was  made  and  published  by  the  respondents  for  the 
district  of  Smithdown  Lane  aforesaid,  for  the  purposes  of  paying  the 
expenses  incurred  by  the  said  Local  Board  of  Health,  in  making  the 
said  sewer.    Such  rate  was  intituled  as  follows : 

"  Smithdown  Lane,  General  District-Rate.  Toxteth  Park,  Local 
Board  of  Health.  Estimate  for  rate  for  sewerage  purposes  on  the 
separate  district  of  Smithdown  Lane.  To  pay  first  annual  instalment 
of  principal  borrowed  from  The  Boyal  Insurance  Company,  and  inter- 
est ;  to  meet  which  a  rate  of  9d,  in  the  pound  on  all  property  in  the 
said  district  liable  thereto  will  be  required.  602. 
,  "  An  assessment  for  a  general  district-rate  for  sewerage  purposes 
«1 791  ^^J*  ^^^  ^^®  district  of  Smithdown  Lane,  made  *by  the  tiocal 

'J  Board  of  Health  for  the  rural  district  of  Toxteth  Park,  for 
defraying  such  expenses  as  are,  by  the  Public  Health  Act  1848,  and 
The  Local  Government  Act  1858,  charged  upon  that  rate,  this  6th  day 
of  March,  1860,  after  the  rate  of  9dL  in  the  pound,  upon  the  occupiers 
and  other  parties  liable  by  law  to  be  assessed  thereto,  to  commence 
and  be  payable  on  the  ISth  day  of  March,  1860." 

[Here  followed  an  extract  from  the  rate-book,  in  which  book  the 
appellants  were  rated  as  ''the  Toxteth  Park  guardians,"  at  10002.,  in 
respect  of  "  a  workhouse."} 

Afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  6th  June,  1860,  a  general  district- 
rate  was  made  and  published  by  the  respondents,  intituled  "General 
District-Rate." 

"  An  assessment  for  a  general  district- rate  made  by  the  Local  Board 
of  Health  of  the  rural  district  of  Toxteth  Park,  for  defraying  such 
expenses  as  were  by  the  Public  Health  Act,  1848,  and  Local  Govern- 
ment Act,  1858,  charged  upon  that  rate,  this  5th  of  June,  1860,  after 
the  rate  of  Is.  10c/.  in  the  pound,  upon  the  occupiers  and  other  parties 
liable  by  law  to  be  assessed  thereto,  to  commence  and  be  payable  on 
the  12th  of  June,  1860." 

[Here  followed  an  extract  from  the  rate-book,  in  which  the  appel- 
lants were  rated  as  above  in  respect  of  the  workhouse,  and  in  the  sum 
of  £200  in  respect  of  a  ''workhouse  hospital."] 

The  appellants  contended  that  they  were  not  liable  to  be  rated  to 
the  said  several  rates,  on  the  ground  that  the  respondents  were  only 
authorized  to  levy  such  rates  upon  such  kinds  of  property  as  are 
assessable  to  poor-rates ;  and  that  such  workhouse  ana  hospital,  being 
^1731  ^^^^^^  within  Toxteth  Park,  and  not  being  united  with  *other 
-'  parishes  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  is  not  a  kind  of  property 
to  the  poor-rate,  and  that  the  respondents  were  precluded 


1  BLUS,  BEST  k  SMITH.    Q.  B.  178 

from  levying  the  8«feral  rates  in  question  upon  the  said  workhouse 
and  hospital. 

The  respondents  contended  that  the  said  workhouse  and  hospital 
were  properly  assessed  to  the  said  several  rates,  on  the  ground  that 
the  said  workhouse  and  hospital  were  and  are  a  workhouse  and  hos- 
pital for  the  whole  district  of  Toxteth  Park,  both  within  and  beyond 
tbe  boundaries  of  the  said  borough  of  Liverpool ;  and  were  and.  are, 
hy  the  laws  in  force  for  the  time  being,  assessable  to  the  rates  for  tho 
relief  of  the  poor. 

And  the  respondents  further  contend  that,  even  if  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  the  said  workhouse  and  hospital  were  not  assess- 
able to  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  the  said  workhouse  and  hospital 
▼ere  assessable  to  the  said  rates,  or  one  of  them,  as  the  rural  district 
of  Toxteth  Park  formed  only  a  portion  of  Toxteth  Park  aforesaid,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  whole  of  which  the  said  workhouse  and  hospital 
were  and  are  erected. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  Whether  such  work- 
hoase  and  hospital  were  properly  assessable  to  the  said  several  rates, 
or  either  of  thenu 

Wehbjf,  for  the  respondents. — The  workhouse  and  hospital  are 
both  assessable  to  these  rates.  Sect.  88  of  The  Public  Health  Act, 
1848, 11  &  12  Vict.  c.  68,  is  repealed  by  sect.  65  of  The  Local  Govern- 
ment Act,  1858,  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98 ;  but  is,  in  fact,  re-enacted  by  the 
provisions  in  that  section,  that  "  the  general  district-rates  shall  be 
made  and  levied  npon  the  occupier  of  all  such  kinds  of  property  as 
by  the  laws  in  force  for  the  time  being  are  or  may  be  assessable  to 
any  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  *poor,  and  shall  be  assessed  upon  r*i  >r  ^ 
the  full  net  annual  value  of  such  property,"  &c.  The  effect  ^ 
of  that  section  is,  that  all  property  prim&  facie  assessable  to  the  poor- 
rate,  under  stat.  43  Eliz.  c.  2,  is  to  h  ^  assessable  to  the  district-rates : 
and  the  workhouse  and  workhouse  hospital  are  within  that  class  of 
property.  It  is  true  that  a  workhoase  has  sometimes  been  held  to  be 
not  rateable  to  the  poor-rate ;  not,  however,  on  the  ground  of  its 
being  a  kind  of  property  which  was  not  so  rateable,  but  because  the 
assessment  imposed  upon  the  workhouse  would,  in  effect,  be  paid  out 
of  the  poor-rate,  so  that  the  parish  would  derive  no  benefit.  That 
was  also  the  ground  upon  which,  in  Bex  v.  The  Commissioners  for 
Lighting  Beverley,  6  A.  &  E.  645  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  83),  the  Commis- 
sioners were  held  not  rateable,to  the  poor-rate  in  respect  of  their  occu* 
pation  of  their  gas  works.  But  that  is  an  objection  founded  upon  the 
practical  consequences  of  the  assessment  in  the  particular  instance, 
where  the  area  for  the  benefit  of  which  the  workhouse  or  other  build- 
ing is  erected  is  conterminous  with  the  area  upon  which  the  assess- 
ment is  made;  and  does  not  affect  the  general  question  whether 
workhouses  are  primfi  facie  assessable  to  the  poor-rate.  It  is  clear; 
from  the  authorities,  that  they  are  so  assessable,  and  that  the  occupal- 
tion  of  them  is  not  sach  an  occupation  for  public  purposes  as  brings 
them  within  the  exemption  on  tnat  ground.  Begina  v,  Wallingford 
Union,  10  A.  A  E.  269  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  87),  and  Governors  of  the 
Bristol  Poor  V.  Wait,  5  A.  &  E.  1  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  81),  are  authorities 
in  point  They  are  both  recognised  by  the  Court  in  its  judgment  in- 
Begina  v.  Joatioes  of  Hull,  4  E.  &  B.  29  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  82),  whei# 
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ft  fecal  Vmrd  of  iMlItb  was  hM  iifltaiible  t^  tb»  fmr-rarte  ef  « |MniA 
^1751  *^^  respect  of  a  yard  partly  within  that  pariaTt,  aad  oiscnpied 
-*  br  tbe  bosrd  Bcimj  fer  ifeie  fM»rpose  of  Kepairhtsr  tfae  kigliwi^s 
IB  tfaeur  distrieM^  wkick  inelfkddd  part  of  soch  pansk.  He? e^  rooreorer^ 
a»  in  those  easesr  thee  area  for  wkieb  the  workbome  is  utsed  i»  wk 
contermmofifl  wttb  tbe  area  tor  wkieb  the  gener d  ctislnct'i-ate  is:  im. 
poaed ;  sor  that  fbere  would  net  be  any  ckrcnit j  io  the  pajmeat  cff 
iTieb  distrfet-rate.  Tbat  point,  bowerev,  does  aot  reallj  arise  in  the 
case  of  an  assessment  under  The  Local  Government  Aet»  1856 ;  wbicb, 
^  has  already  been  said,  was  httevded  le>  impose  the  liability  upon 
all  property  prnaSt  ibcie  rateable  to  tbe  poor-rate.  ||Ck>OKBHltN,  C.  J. 
— ^Tfaere  would  be  a  dtfficctity  here,  in  making  the  rate  on  the  distrioi^ 
m  determining  what  was  the  valne  of  the  workhcmae  atid  workhotwe 
hospital ;  xnasmuch  ae  part  of  their  value  arises^  lEvoiii  tbe  use  of  it  W 
plaees  not  within  ^  districtJ]  ThaH  difficirlty  woirid  exist  vA  all  eae>ii 
where  the  areas  are  not  conterminous.  But  it  wo«M  net  afieet  tue 
principle  of  ratability. 

OvereTid,  for  the  appellsals.— ^The  wcu'khouee  amd  workhouse  hop* 
pital  are  not  liable  to  these  rates.  They  are  used,  not  for  the  betiefi% 
of  a  number  of  parishes  vtrited,  feput  soleTy  for  that  of  the  parish  in 
which  they  are  situate ;  and  they  afe  used  for  peblie  ptsrpoaea  only. 
They  are  therefore  not  assessable.  [GoeKBfjior,  G.  J.f^I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  avthority  for  boUin^  that  a  wt^kho«se^  situate  m  its 
ewa  parish,  is  not  prinxft  facie  assesaaMe  to  the  poor-rate  for  thai 
mrishw]  The  ease  comes  withia  the  principle  laia  down  m  Kex  e. 
The  Connmsskmers  for  Lighting  Beverky,  8  A.  &  £.  646  (E.  a  L;  B. 
vol.  88). 
*17A1      ^CoeSBenir,.  C.  J. — I  am  of  optntoit  that  the  mteolion  off 

'^  Stat.  21  At 22  Yict  e.  96,.  was  to* mdf e  all  property  whieK  rt^  ite 
ttature^  is  prim&  faeie  assessable  to  the  poor-rate,,  assessable  alsa  to 
the  generiu  distriet-rates.  This  workhouse  and  workhouse  hospital 
are  dearly  property  of  that  natftre.  fiven  where  it  iB  necessary  %a 
reffaird  the  character  of  the  oecupation,  it  has  mom  than  onee  beei» 
lid(d  that  unless  the  area  for  which  the  workhouse  is  used  is  strictly 
conterminous  with  the  area  on  which  the  poor-rate  is  imposed,  the 
workhouse  is  rateable  to  the  poor-rate,,  there  being,  a  beneficial  occu- 
pation: and  I  think  these  decisions  are  cousistent  with  jnstice  and 
common  sense.  But^  for  the  purposes  of  stal  21  k  22  Vict.  c.  98,  it 
IB  sufficient,  as  I  haTe  already  saidv  that  the  kind  of  property  occupied 
be  such  as  is,  primft  iacie^  assessable  to  ^e  poor-rate.  Our  judgment 
must  therefore  be  for  the  respondents. 

Cromptok,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  o)»inton.  I  thii^k  that  the  worde 
''kinds  of  projperty^''  ftc,  in  seet.  6& of  stat.  21  h  22  Yict.  o.  98,  are 
intended  te  refer  to  such  property  as  wbuld  be  rateable  to  the  poor- 
rate  under  stat.  48  Eliz.  e.  2v  The  district-rates  are  to  be  levied  upoA 
'*the  oecupier"  of  all  such  property..  Kow  the  authorities  arecleai^ 
l&at  ft  workhouse  (and  a  weikhouse  hospital  ia^  in  that  respect)  the 
same  thing)  is  prim&  facie  assessable  to  poor-rate.  It  has  been:  held 
ftot  assesmble  in  certain  cases^  whers  the  rat^  would  be  citicuttous 
and  taken,  as  it  were,,  out  of  oae  pocket  te  b^  put  into  the  other*  Bui 
Aat  does  not  affect  the  opiesticm  whether  oi"  not  a  workhouse  ie  • 
Uod  of  property  primi  (aoie  asssssftbfe  lo  the  poor-rato*    Ab  totte 
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Hill,  J. — ^I  ^ho  am  of  opisioB  tbat  ji^i^eiet  is^toidd  be  for  the 
T^spondents.  Sect.  66  df  atot.  tl  k  2t  Vid.  c.  #8,  was  tntefided;  in 
mj  opinion,  to  api^y  to  4^  deseription  of  propertjri  aad  not  to  the 
Bature  of  tm  xieeapftti<m  m  tbe  partiouli»*  instaaoe. 

BLACKauBsr,  ^. — I  am  of  IImb  ssine  opi&ion.  Re  oocupiears  of  a 
aorkkoQse  em  cMcapiers  of  propertj  asseaeaMe  to  ^le  poor-rate,  within 
the  roeaniog  of  «e<(t.  65  of  stat.  21  A  28  Viet.  <;.  98.  la  some  oaaes, 
BO  doabt,  a  aroHc^oiiae  baa  heea  field  to  be  not  a8Be8Mi)le  arber^  the 
rating  would  be,  to  aae  tfae  expreacdoa  of  Littledale,  1.,  in  Bex  v.  Tbe 
CommissioBeca  for  Lighting  Be^rartey,  6A.k  E.446,  «50  (E.  C.  1. 2. 
YoL  83),  as  broad  as  k  is  long.  But  that  is  aa  objeot&oa  of  a  persoaal 
aatuee,  ao  to  apeak,  to  the  particuiar  rate,  when  iha  areas  iMjippea  to 
be  eont^nainoaa.  Aad,  as  n^gards  tha  ob>}ectioa  ibat  tSbe  occxtpaiioii 
is  for  public  purposes,  that  ia  aa  49%jeoti<Mi  fouaded^  aot  upon  the 
dacnplian  of  the  property,  wbicb  is  tbe  test  of  lateabdity  ander  stat. 
II  &  22  Vict  c.  v8,  but  on  the  ebarao^er  of  the  oeeupatioa,  nrliich^  aa 
has  already  beea  aaid,  ie  apt  fuateariai. 

J^gnaeat  fof  tba  Teapoadeoits. 
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iHr^ «dio  Jbad  d/^ffifyi^  •  hai^  for  jmw*  vitl»  ib«  ^ftiiiaf  m  wsi^t^ f«r  *  ioH  «n4 
fSm  lum  a  BMnortn^lmi  1^7  V«J  of  ^^oitaible  AOf^t^^  ^eoi^ae  JtiMtknipt  ip  i84T,  but  wm 
•il»«e4  to  ffBDaiB  in  pofMaolon  and  roe^ro  tike  ronta  mrtil  his  death  in  ISM.  In  lbb9  ihe 
Ami  ai  BMaknptiBj,  m  appliMilon  ^oTChe  ffhMUS,  oHuin  «b  oador  for  tine  mJo  of  Um  ioMe,  <or, 
|plb#«cMt>«rMloMi«4f»i9od«ofti4rlia^t¥ffl«^j[boiilS4wfiBi9QMtoili«plnio^^  X)# 
i«n  U4  lor  the  propwfcj  Uin^  iasuflbBknt  to  mI;^  tte  pUiaiiff 'j  c]«Ma,  4»  WM  JMslgnod  to 
kip  in  1M0  bjr  the  official  Msgnee,  and  a  cxoditprs'  auffDoe  a^polaiod  in  Jiop  pf  the  oripiml 
indiion'  aeaiyiea,  who  had  refased  to  oooov  In  tlie  tale.  In  ^^tmeni  hj  a>e  fAaintiff  tafawaft 
$m  ^enond  aa^tutnta/^M  of  liie  htohuBpt,  hidd : 

I.  Ihaifc4h»  Miigiiinf  4ho  iaaie  to  H^  pbdntiff yaa  <•  jwcwiitapoa  of  a  by  4he  ^Mfw>ei. 

1.  ThatMJi#iA|VMatiQii  f^r^h^ J«i7«b#hor  thigr hsd^acof^ploi awUhiB  arpa«onah]e  tiaau 

T918  was  an  action  of  ^gectmeat  to  vaeorer  a  piaee  of  ground  wttb 
tvo  mesauagea  theseoa.  At  the  trial  before  Hill,  /.,  at  the  Middlesea 
•ittiflgB  after  Trinity  Term,  IBM,  it  a^>eared  diat  ia  May,  18M,  a 
lease  of  tbe  premises  for  ainetv-aiae  years^  at  aa  anaual  reat  of  161., 
wai  made  by  B.  aad  B.,  to  jfoeeph  Pattendea.  Paitteaden  became 
bankrupt  in  August,  1847,  aad  in  Jaiy^  1649,  ike  }^iotiff  pix>Ted  bis 
^bc.  Prerioaa  to  bis  ba^kraptcy,  Pattendea  4lqposited  the  lease  with 
Ae  plaintiff  aa  aeourity  for  a  debt,  and  gave  hiaa  a  sAeiaoraadum  by 
vay  of  equitable  mortgage ;  but  PiKtt^idea  was  alk>w«d  to  remain  ia 
poseeasbn,  and  reoeimd  the  iseats  antil  bia  4leadi,  wbicb  took  place 
ia  February,  1858 ;  he  haviag  jaade  a  will  a  few  days  previoudy, 
vbereby  be  bequeathed  thia  lease  to  the  defendant,  who  was  his  wa&, 
aad  vhtei  be  also  constituted  bis  sole  OKecairix.  In  1859  the  Court 
of  Baakfuptey,  on  the  application  of  the  plaiotiiF,  aiade  aa  order  &|r 
Ae  sale  of  ihe  lease,  or,  in  tbe  (event  "^  a  side  aot  being  r«i  7A 
deemed  adfiaaUe,  tba$  it  Aoald  fae  asaicned  io  the  plaiatiiE  ^      ^ 
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The  sum  bid  for  the  property  being  insufficient  to  Satisfy  the  plain- 
tiffs claim,  it  was  assigned  to  him  in  1860  by  the  official  assignee,  and 
a  creditors'  assignee  appointed  in  lieu  of  the  original  creditors* 
assignee,  who  had  refused  to  concur  in  the  sale. 

On  this  state  of  facts  the  defendant's  counsel,  besides  taking  some 
other  objections  to  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  advert,  argued  that  there 
was  no  reasonable  evidence  of  an  acceptance  of  this  lease  by  the 
assignees.  The  learned  Judge,  however,  overruled  all  the  objections, 
and  on  this  particular  one  reserved  leave  to  move  the  Court. 

A  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  plainti£f,  Montagu  Cfiambers, 
in  Michaelmas  Term,  1860,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  or  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  evidence 
that  the  assignees  had  accepted  the  lease  in  due  or  reasonable  time. 

Shee,  Serjt..  and  W,  T.  Barnard  now  showed  cause. — ^The  property 
of  a  bankrupt  does  not  vest  in  his  assi^ees  until  some  unequivocal 
act  of  acceptance  of  it  by  them;  Goodwin  v.  Noble,  8  £.  &  B.  587 
(£.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  92);  and  no  act  of  acceptance  of  a  lease  can  be  more 
unequivocal  than  selling  it.  [Blackburn,  J.,  referred  to  Hastings  v. 
Wilson,  Holt  N.  P.  C.  290  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  3).]  The  point  that  the 
acceptance  of  the  assignees  should  be  within  a  reasonable  time  was 
not  made  at  the  trial ;  and  if  it  had,  farther  evidence  in  proof  of  that 
fact  would  have  been  adduced  by  the  plaintiff.  Assignees  of  a  bank- 
rupt have  a  right  to  elect,  whenever  they  please,  whether  they  will 
♦Ifim  accept  property  *belonging  to  the  bankrupt;  and  when  they 
^  have  done  so  the  property  vests  in  them:  note  to  Auriol  v. 
Mills,  1  Smith  L.  G.  681  (4th  ed.),  and  the  cases  there  cited  of  Cope- 
land  V.  Stephens,  1  B.  &  Aid.  593,  Einger  v.  Cann,  3  M.  &  W.  848.t 
The  object  of  the  bankrupt  law  was  to  render  the  estate  of  the  bank- 
rupt available  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  it  is  for  the  assignees 
to  judge  whether  any  given  property  will  be  a  burden  or  an  advan- 
tage. A  property  which  woula  be  a  burden  at  one  moment  may 
ibecome  beneficial  in  course  of  time.  The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolida- 
tion Act,  12  k  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  145,  enacts,  '*  If  the  assignees  of  the 
estate  and  effects  of  any  bankrupt  having  or  being  entitled  to  any 
land  either  under  a  conveyance  to  him  in  fee  or  under  an  agreement 
for  any  such  conveyance,  subject  to  any  perpetual  yearly  rent  reserved 
by  such  conveyance  or  agreement,  or  having  or  being  entitled  to 
any  lease  or  agreement  for  a  lease,  shall  elect  to  take  such  land  or  the 
benefit  of  such  conveyance  or  agreement,  or  such  lease  or  agreement 
for  U  lease,  as  the  case  may  be,  the  bankrupt  shall  not  be  liable  to  pay 
any  rent  accruing  after  the  issuing  of  the  fiat  or  filing  of  the  petition 
for  adjudication  of  bankruptcy  against  him,  or  to  be  sued  in  resp>ect 
of  any  subsequent  non-observance  or  non-performance  of  the  condi- 
tions, covenants,  or  agreements  in  any  such  conveyance  or  agreement, 
or  lease  or  agreement  for  a  lease;  and  if  the  assignees  shall  decline 
•to  take  such  land,  &c..  the  bankrupt  shall  not  be  liable  if,  within  four- 
teen davs  after  he  shall  have  had  notice  that  the  assignees  have 
declined,  he  shall  deliver  up  such  conveyance,  &c.,  to  the  person  then 
entitled  to  the  rent,  or  having  so  agreed  to  convey  or  lease,  as  the 

*1811  ^^^^  ^^7  ^ '  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  assignees  shall  not  (upon  being  ^thereto 

-'   required)  elect  whether  they  will  accept  or  decline  such  land, 

&c.,  any  person  entitled  to  such  rent,  or  having  so  conveyed,  &c.,  or 
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any  person  claiifhing  under  him,  shall  be  entitled  to  apply  to  the  Court, 
and  the  Court  may  order  them  to  elect  and  deliver  up  such  convey- 
ance, &c.,  in  case  they  shall  decline  the  same,  and  the  possession  of 
the  premises,  or  may  make  such  other  order  therein  as  it  shall  thint 
fit"  [Crompton,  J. — Lawrence  v.  Knowles,  5  Bing.  N,  C.  399  (E.  C. 
L.  S.  vol.  35),  is  an  authority  that  assignees  are  bound  to  make  their' 
election  within  a  reasonable  time.  CoCKBUBN,  C.  J. — Hanson  r. 
Stevenson,  1  B.  &  Aid.  308,  is  to  the  same  effect.]  Those  cases  wero 
decided  under  the  old  bankrupt  Acts.  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — In  Graham 
r.  The  Van  Diemen's  Land  Company,  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  11 
Exch.  101,t  Maule,  J.,  said :  "  It  seems  to  us  that  it  would  be  proper 
to  tell  the  jury  that  there  is  no  limit  of  time  until  some  one  makes  an 
application."  "  We  think  that  in  cases  of  this  kind  a  reasonable  time, 
will  not  begin  to  run  until  some  one  interested  in  the  matter  takes 
some  step  in  respect  of  it."  The  rest  of  the  Court,  however,  do  n  it; 
appear  to  have  concurred  in  that  opinion ;  and  my  brother  Crompt  >n 
tells  me  that  they  did  not  agree  in  it.] 

M.  Chambers,  Stammers,  and  PhiJbrick,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The 
merely  advertising  a  lease  for  sale  Ls  not  an  acceptance  of  it  hy  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt:  Turner  t*.  Bichardson,  7  East  835.  There 
must  be  a  positive  taking  possession  so  as  to  render  them  liable  for 
the  rent  and  covenants :  Bourdillon  v.  Dalton,  1  Peake  N.  P.  C.  238. 
[Hill,  J. — How  could  they  do  so  here,  where  the  lease  was  subject 
*to  an  equitable  mortgage  r  They  did  all  they  could,  namely,  r#ioo 
apply  to  the  Court  for  an  order  to  sell  on  the  application  of  >- 
the  equitable  mortgagee.]  But,  at  all  events,  the  assignees  ought  to. 
have  accepted  the  lease  within  a  reasonable  time :  Taylor  v.  Young, 
8  B.  &  Aid.  521  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  5).  Stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  does 
not  apply  here,  as  it  was  not  in  force  at  the  time  of  this  bankruptcy ; 
hat,  if  it  does,  it  has  a  clause  (sect.  188)  requiring  the  assignees  to 
wind  up  at  the  end  of  two  years ;  and  neither  under  that  nor  the  old 
statutes  could  the  bankrupt  call  on  the  assignees  to  elect  to  take  a 
lease,  that  being  the  exclusive  privilege  of  the  lessor:  Ex  parte 
Yardy,  3  Mont.  D.  &  D.  6.  340.  Whether  the  time  taken  to  elect  was 
reasonable  is  matter  of  law,  to  be  determined  by  the  Court ;  and  in 
the  case  of  Graham  v.  The  Van  Diemen's  Land  Company,  11  Exch. 
lll,t  already  cited,  Cresswell,  J.,  during  the  argument,  says,  with 
reference  to  the  question  of  reasonable  time,  "It  may  be  an  ingre- 
dient, in  considering  that  question,  to  see  whether  the  situation  of 
either  party  has  been  altered  in  the  mean  time."  If  the  time  for  elec- 
tion were  indefinite,  great  difficulties  would  arise  with  respect  to  the 
Statute  of  Limitations  in  actions  against  bankrupts ;  and  if  a  bank- 
rupt, who  is  allowed  to  remain  in  possession  for  many  years,  were  to 
improve  the  property,  it  would  be  at  the  expense  of  the  new  creditors, 
seeing  that  the  old  assignees  might  still  come  and  take  it.  [They  also 
cited  the  observations  of  Williams,  J.,  in  Beckham  v.  Drake,  2  H.  L. 
Ca.  596.] 

CocKBUBN',  C.  J. — This  rule  must  be  made  absolute ;  not,  however, 
in  either  of  the  forms  in  which  it  is  asked  for — namely,  to  enter  a . 
▼erdict  for  the  defendant,  or  for  *a  nonsuit — but  for  a  new  trial, 


on  the  ground  that  there  has  been  a  miscarriage  in  the  way 


[•188 : 


that  the  case  went  to  the  jury.    The  question  as  to  whether  the" 
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itt9igBee9  of  tiafi  bgBikrwt  bitd  nlw^fi^  to  4;ake  tbji^  h^is^  depends  09 
irtiejiier,  prior  tp  their  floijjg  vh«*  they  did,  Jbiey  had  or  had  »ot  de- 
c}iaed  to  mterfe^,  nn^er  ^uch  oircmnstaiice^  as  to  divest  themselves 
^  aothojity  |;o  act  as  (hey  hay^  done.    And  that  jDost  depend  on 
whether  .the  ]ape  pf  iUxie  het^ve^n  the  baiiikraptcy  and  the  fion  v^y- 
aace  to  the  plavotiff  ws»  ^  ipreasouably  long  th^t,  taken  in  conjuiic- 
tipn  yrijth  4ifae  sarrouadi^g  •cir4>|imstances  of  the  case,  the  jury  would 
be  Farran^ted  lA  coming  to  .the  .epuclusion  that  the  assignees  had 
diBcliiied  .0  accept  the  leaae^    Now,  it  x^pears  that  that  question  was 
uot  raised  9^  the  trial..    On  the  paints  submitted  to  the  Judge  at  ihe 
^al,  I  think  hi3  ruli;^  and  direction  perfectly  right ;  but  it  niuat  be 
assumed  that,  if  the  |»oint  I  have  xnentipned  had  been  pres^ted  to 
hioa,  he  would  haye  lefi.  it  ^  tihe  jury,  accoxn|)anied  i^ith  all  Aecpssaj^r 
<^bsery<^tionj3;  in  which  event  it  i^  possible  that  they  ixught  haye  foiuid 
adversely  to  the  plainti^.    J  dp  npt  say  that  ^uch  would,  but  merely 
ti^at  ituch  might,  l^ye  beeii  th^  result.    There  has,  therefore,  beej^  ^ 
miscarriage  of  justice  in  this  case;  s.tiU«  inasmuch  as  that  mi^carrla^ 
yf9A  :not  occasioned  by  apy  ff^^lt  of  the  Judge,  :y^ho  had  oot  this  q^uies- 
^01^  submitted  to  him,  ^d  did  j:io.t  kj>iow  that  it  was  one  which  .eithex 
pf  the  parties  desired  should  be  raised,  but  ^h&  faott  of  those  who 
represented  $hose  i^arties,  the  pew  trial  shpujd  be  on  {)ayment  pf 
pQsts ;  and  on  the  ^rther  ^ponditiou  that  the  costs  be  paid  within  a 
]^pasw.^ble  l^m^^  i»  ^;  betweeii  this  and  the  fii^t  day  of  next  term. 
♦1841       CioMPiwy,  J. — I  dm  of  the  a%me  opiniou.    I  do  p.ot  *agr.e© 
^    -^  in  the  argume;it  |hat  a  ?snan  jcannot  pass  a  property  withovii 
formally  accepting  it.    So  soon  as  he  takes  up  his  pen  to  transfer  tfa^ 
property,  that  j^  isquivaleojt  to  au  acceptaaoe,  and  it  passes  out  of  him. 
Is  there  anything,  then,  {pom  whenee  we  can  tcouclude  that  the  prac- 
tice iu  the  Bankruptcy  Court  is  at  variance  wijh  this  ?    Long  befor<3 
tfap  present  stat^^te  it  "jffos  the  law  that  assignees  are  to  judge  whetber 
or  not  they  will  take  a  lease  wlu.cfa  may  turn  out  an  onerous  burdecu 
My  notiou  is  that  the  present  case  ahoudd  go  to  another  jury ;  although 
I  am  not  quite  clear  whether  th^  questiou  tp  be  preseuted  to  thexa 
^lould  be  whether  the  .acceptance  of  this  lease  by  tjbe  assignees  waa 
within  a  reasouabJe  time  fronci  the  bank.ruptcy,  or  whether  they  had 
declined  to  accept  it  withii^  tjii^t  t^me.    ]L4poki4g  M  tbe  oases,  1  think 
it  should  be  the  former;  for  the  lease  is  in  the  bankrupt  until  ae- 
c^ted  by  the  assij^i^ees»  and.  that,  must  be  done  witliin  a  reasonable 
ti^ne.    I  think  the  ,Ju4ge  at  the  trial  w^  fight  in  hi^  ri^iugs  on  th^. 
poiuts  raised ;  but  this  iiy;as  a  new  ftoint,  depeudipg  pu  the  (^[uestioii^ 
Bid  the  assignees  acpejit  the  lease  within  a  reasopable  time  7    Ther^ 
may  be  ground  for  .saying  thitt  the  assi^neejs  took  au  uureasonabh^ 
time  under  the  pircmustauces ;  fiiill  they  may  hjgkve  been  takiug  time 
to  see  what  the  .eqwtabJe  mortgagee  was  4oing. 
Hill  m^  BjjAc^uj^,  ^.^  copcuxredX^) 

^lile  lObsolute  aAcprdi^gJy. 

(a)  It  shoald  bo  ol»terr«d  that  the  bankrnptey  in  thii  oase  was  prerioas  to  the  B»nlu^ptl<»v 
CqpfftUdaJ^Qii  Aot,  194$,  n  Ht  18  Viet.  9*  10^.  ^  «  rM«u4  eMjB  pf  CAttwrigbt  «.  j&lover,  2  CUf. 
UfA  690,  Vioe-Chaveellor  Sto^  ^e\d  tl^  uoder  vUt  12  4  13  yiol.  c  ^«6,  s.  U5,  the  iptmnMt 
ef  »  banknipt  in  leaMhold  pjo|)erty  renM^iai  In  hj#  essi^neea  |in<>l  they  .elect  not  to  take  th» 
ddoMfe^  fnd  theit  CopeUnd^.  Stopbeni,  1  a.  4  Aid.  593  (cited  in  the  tejct),  which  was  decided 
mnder  thie  old  \v^t  ^'«i  9P  miUo»tiMi  vjhaie,  by  virtae  of  that  Act,  thebanktapt's  eaUto  :9ptU 
ki  the  aaiif"iime, 

^7  ♦^TT    ^^^'^w^^^^^r 
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IMmdaiitf  ba4  ^mc^m  isifpoQtilie,  m  ^pl  «niaM  aftpl^  for  f b9  ynrebM>  of  •  e%Tgf>  of 
vh«Aft  of  bom  ISOO  |o  j^CtOO  ^ivrtmPi  to  ))e  •)^mM44l^  Jktijp^ip*  of  :6j0«.ner  jfiPir^T  fx:^  on  ho^d 
^  Taftaro^  "  and  ^nelndiBig  freight  and  inwurnnoe  tp  any  safe  port  in  the  United  KiQgdom." 
"f  ftjBitnt  cash  in  Iiondon  jm  exchange  for  ihippmg  docutneDieiV  Plaintiffs  tendered  the  fal^ 
I^Bg shipping  donninfflBta  si  jft  cai^go  jHtawvisg  thf  4eiori|ttiQB  In  Aha  contract:  a  dt^twv 
IHV^ ;  a  hfll  of  ladioc  fni  pgoiiimoaMX  invoie^  ip  jbotih  of  ivbich  ftK^  oikfgo  iras  ^tatml  .to  ^  J4|4|| 
^paitan»  M  ^MU.  p^r  ^parter,  4^M^,  Ifiu  l^lght^  M  1(W.  9«f.  j>er  ^nwigx,  ICtOl/.  1Q#. ;  jt^d  » 
poUej  of  insurance  effected  on  ihe  cargo  .Talaed  at.3600L  Qn  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs  eridenof 
«M  gben,  which  vas  not  eootradioted,  that  -the  policy  tendered  was  aoAoient  -to  protect  Ah^ 
^MiBst  «f  the  diipper  ttf  ihe  aargo  at  the  tiwm  oi  <4iipa«iit  Ip  ^n  actf on  Against  the  defend^ 
HM  /er  not  paying  ^  fvoc^nf  jfirov  their  |iiiqi|icijpa)  fi^mepi  Af  the  p^ee  of  4ibe  eiKgo,  theff ' 
llBBdad  th«ft  p)ai«»iflBi  w^r^  n^^  jpady  «ad  wHlii^  JiP  ^nder^  poj  ild  Jthey  ;tender,  «<  the  j^sn^l  • 
ihq>ping  docnoenta"  according  to  the  pontcaat.  Held,  that  the  plaUtiffs  bad  so  tendered  s 
aad  thej  were  not  bound  to  tender,  aa  a  ''  shipping  docmnent,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  con-. 
tRWt»  a  poli^  eoiveriiig^ei^Il  amonqtitf  the  hajP^ri'  riah  M  tt  appealed  by  the  projiaion^I 
^oicf^dbMiD/MiD^. 

The  first  count  of  tbe  declarailon  stated  &at  p(^ii}jbif&  emj^ojeA 
jefendajits,  as  tbeir  del  credere  agenis  and  brokers,  to  make  a  con- 
tract for  them,  an^  &e  defendants  did  makiB  a  contract  for  plaiixtifls 
in  Ae  words  aad  figures  fojlovijig : — 

'^London,  Angupt  25^  18ST. 

^Sold  to  oiffjprincipal,  on  accoant  of  Messrs.  Tamvaco,  Micrulaeibi, 
uid  Mavrogordato"  (the  plaintiffk)  ''a  cargo  of  Taganrog  6birk<a 
vbeat,  of  a  fair  averajge  qna^litj,  of  tbe  season's  e^ipments^  at  time 
of  loading,  cojisisting  of  about  2000  quarters  (say  from  eigbteen 
hundred  to  two  thousand  quarter^),  at  tbe  price  of  60d.  (say  fifty 
ahiilings)  per  delivered  quarter  of  492  lbs.,  free  on  board  at  Taganrog, 
and  including  freight  and  insurance  to  any  safe  port  in  tbe  United 
Kingdom,  ^calling  for  orders  as  usual ;  tbe  wbqat  to  be  shipped  r«i^A 
from  the  Ist  October  to  tfxe  16tfc  November,  new  style,  in  an  *■ 
A 1  English,  or  a  first  class  foreign  vessel,  not  Greek  nor  Turk ;  the 
vessel  is  to  suffer  no  detention  from  ice.  The  measu^«,  for  the  sake 
of  iQvoice,  to  be  ^^alculated  at  tiie  rate  of  100  chetwerts  equal  to  7.2 
quarters,  Sdlers  guaranty  delivery  of  invoice  weight,  sea  accidents 
excepted.  Buyers  to  pay  for  ^hy  excess  of  weight,  unless  it  be  tfa^ 
lesttit  of  sea  damage  or  heating.  Pjiyment,  cash  in  London  in  ex- 
ehaiige  for  shipping  documents  (so  soon  as  tbe  vessel  has  got  out  of 
the  Sea  of  Azoff)^  less  discount  at  tbe  rate  of  61  per  cent,  per  annum, 
for  the  unexpired  portion  of  three  months  from  ^ate  of  bill  of  lading. 
Seller?  guaranty  to  buyer  a  reasonable  number  of  lay  days  for  dis> 
charging;  conMaiission  2|  per  cent.,  to  be  paid  for  sellers.'' 

''€.  H.  I/ucAs  &  Sons." 

The  <2oun(  tbw  stated  tb«i  plaiotiffi;  were  Jdae  persons  designated 
ill  the  contr^t  j»s  tbe  ^lers,  and  that  J^be  eontrapt  in  the  said  notn 
was  made  by  defend^ts  betw.een  pl^i|Ui&  aod  one  T.  H.  Dart,  who 
rag  then  ^0  principal  jo{  defendants^  SAd  who  is  desig»;ited  by  tbeqi^ 
'^Ae  bnjf^r."  Tbe  defendants  wore  empiojed  by  plaintiff  to  mak(^ 
•ad  did  make,  this  contract,  fm  terms,  anuongst  others,  that  di^fend- 
isla,  ipf  oerlaii^  commiis^ion  pay^^bl^  to  ^i^  bj  jp]^ti|6i,  «houl4  h| 
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del  credere  agents,  and  sbonld  be  responsible  to  plainti£&  for  the 
solvency  of,  and  performance  of  the  contract  by,  defendants'  unnamed 
principal,  the  buyer,  with  whom  the  contract  was  made  by  them  on 
account  of  the  plainti£&,  for  the  payment  of  the  price  of  the  cargo, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.    That,  after  the  making  of  the 

*1871  ^^^*^®^'  '^'  H*  ^^^  ^^  ^declared  by  defendants  to  be  their 
-I  principal  in  the  contract;  and  afterwards  and  in  due  time, 
according  to  the  contract,  plainti^  were  ready  and  willing,  and 
offered  to  deliver  to  defendants,  who  then  were  agents  to  Dart  in  that 
behalf,  and  to  Dart,  the  usual  shipping  documents,  according  to  the 
contract,  of  a  cargo  of  wheat,  such  and  so  shipped  as  was  stipulated 
for  in  the  contract,  in  exchange  for  the  invoice  price,  according  to  the 
contract.  That  all  conditions  precedent  to  plaintiffs'  right  to  have 
the  shipping  documents  acceptea  and  paid  for  by  Dart,  according  to 
the  contract,  were  performea  and  fulfilled,  and  all  things  happened 
necessary  to  entitle  them  to  be  paid  by  Dart,  of  which  defendants  had 
notice.  That  Dart  stopped  payment  and  became  insolvent,  and  had 
not  accepted  the  documents  nor  paid  plaintiflfe  for  the  cargo.  Avc^r- 
ment :  that  all  conditions  precedent  to  plaintiffs'  right  to  hold  defend- 
ants responsible  for  the  solvencv  of,  and  performance  of  the  contract 
by,  their  principal,  and  to  hold  defendants  responsible  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  price  according  to  the  contract,  and  to  maintain  this 
action  for  the  breach  after  mentioned,  have  been  performed  and  ful- 
filled. Breach:  That  defendants  have  not  nor  would  perform  the 
contract,  nor  procure  the  same  to  be  performed  by  Dart ;  nor  have 
they  paid,  nor  would  they  pay  nor  be  responsible  for,  the  payment 
of  the  price  of  the  cargo  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract ;  nor 
have  they  paid,  nor  would  they  pay  nor  be  responsible  to  plaintiff 
for,  the  loss  which  they  have  sustained  by  the  non-payment  of  the 
price  and  non-fulfilment  of  the  contract  by  Dart,  and  by  his  insol 
vency. 

Third  plea.    That  plaintiffs  were  not  ready  and  willing  to  deliver, 

•18S1  ^^^  ^'^  ^^^y  ^  ^  deliver,  to  *plaintil&  or  to  Dart,  the  usual 
^  shipping  documents  according  to  the  contract,  of  a  cargo  of 
wheat,  such  and  so  shipped  as  was  stipulated  in  the  contract,  in  ex- 
change for  the  invoice  price,  according  to  the  said  contract.  Issue 
thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after 
last  Trinity  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  defendants  were  corn  factors 
in  London,  and  that,  on  the  25th  August,  1857,  derendants,  acting  for 
the  plaintiffs  on  a  del  credere  commission  at  2^  per  cent,  signed  and 
delivered  to  the  plaintiffs  the  following  contract  note : — 

''London,  25th  August,  1857. 

•'Sold  to  our  principal,  on  account  of  Messrs.  Tamvaco,  Micrulachi 
and  Mavrogordato,  a  cargo  of  Taganrog  Ghirka  wheat  of  fair  average 
quality,  of  the  season's  shipments,  at  time  of  loading,  consisting  of 
about  2000  quarters  (say  from  eighteen  hundred  to  two  thousand  two 
hundred  quarters),  at  the  price  of  50*.  (say  fifty  shillings)  per  delivered 
quarter  of  492  lbs.,  free  on  board  at  Taganrog,  and  including  freight 
and  insurance  to  any  safe  port  in  the  United  Kingdom,  calling  for 
orders  as  usual.  The  wheat  is  to  be  shipped  from  the  Ist  October  to 
the  15th  November,  new  style,  in  an  A  1  English,  or  a  first  clasi 
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foreign  veasel,  not  Greek  t)r  VvErk.  The  vessel  is  to  suffer  no  deten- 
tion from  ice.  The  measure,  for  the  sake  of  inyoice,  to  be  calculated 
at  the  rate  of  100  chetwerts  to  72  quarters.  Sdlers  guaranty  delivery 
of  invoice  weight,  sea  accidents  excepted.  Buyers  to  pay  for  any 
excess  of  weight,  unless  it  be  the  result  of  sea  damage  or  heating; 
payment  in  London,  in  exchange  for  shipping  documents  (so  soon  as 
the  vessel  has  got  out  of  the  Sea  of  Azoff),  less  discount,  at  the  rate 
of  5iL  per  cent,  per  annum,  for  the  unexpired  portion  of  three  months 
from  the  *date  of  the  bill  of  lading.  Sellers  guaranty  to  r»iog 
buyer  a  reasonable  number  of  lay  days  for  discharging ;  com-  ^ 
mission  2^  per  cent.,  to  be  paid  by  sellers." 

(Signed)    "  S.  H.  Lucas  &  Sons." 

One  Dart  was  declared  by  the  defendants  to  be  the  principal  (as  the 
buyer)  in  the  transaction ;  but,  on  27th  August,  the  defenaants  were 
informed  that  Dart  repudiated  the  contract,  on  the  ground  that  the 
defendants  had  exceeded  their  authority.  It  was  proved  by  the  corres- 
pondence between  Dart  and  the  defendants  that  they  had  acted  within 
their  authority.  Notice  of  Dart's  repudiation  was  immediately  given 
to  the  plaintifi&.  The  plainti£&,  however,  obtained  in  the  market  a 
cargo  afloat  that  accorded  with  this  contract ;  and,  on  14th  December, 
1857,  tendered  to  the  defendants  a  provisional  invoice,  together  with 
the  charter-party,  bill  of  lading,  and  policy  of  insurance,  as  the  ship- 
ping documents.    The  bill  of  lading  was  as  follows : — 

"Shipped  in  very  ffood  condition  and  order,  by  Messrs.  George  L. 
Ziffo,  for  account  and  risk  of  whomsoever  it  may  concern,  in  and 
upon  the  good  ship  called  The  Alice  Gill,  English  flag,  whereof  is 
master  for  this  present  voyage  John  Daniell,  and  bound  for  Queens- 
town  or  Falmouth  for  orders,  chetwerts  2570  (say  two  thousand  five 
hundred  and  seventy  chetwerts)  of  wheat,  Ghirka  in  bulk,  weighing 
pounds  25,700 ;  mats  529  (say  five  hundred  and  twenty-nine  mats)  for 
dunnage,  marked  and  numbered  as  in  mar^n.  and  are  to  be  delivered 
in  the  like  good  order  and  well  conditionea  at  a  safe  port  of  discharge, 
as  per  charter-party,  unto  Messrs.  Zifib,  Sons  &  Co.,  of  London,  or  to 
theu"  assigns:  paying  freight,  gratuity,  and  demurrage  (if  any)  for 
the  said  goods,  and  allother  clauses  as  per  charter-party,  with  primage 
and  average  accustomed.  Dated  in  ^Taganrog,  the  24th  of  r«i  qq 
October,  1857,  quantity  and  quality  not  known."  '- 

(Signed)    "  John  Daniell,  Master." 
Endorsed  by  Zifib,  Sons  k  Co.,  and  the  plaintiff. 

The  charter-party  of  12th  August,  1857,  was  for  a  cargo  of  tallow, 
wheat,  seed,  or  other  grain,  from  Taganrog  to  a  safe  port  in  the  United 
Kingdom,  at  708.  per  ton  for  tallow,  and  seed  or  grain  in  the  customary 
proportions,  according  to  the  London  Baltic  printed  rules.  Freight 
to  be  paid  on  delivery,  half  in  cash,  and  half  in  bills  at  three  months, 
or  in  cash  with  five  per  cent,  discount.  Gash  for  ship's  disbursements 
it  port  of  loading  to  be  advanced,  free  of  interest,  to  the  amount  of 
150{.,  to  be  deducted  from  the  freight,  with  cost  of  insurance  thereon. 

The  provisional  invoice  was  as  follows : — 

"  London,  14th  December,  1867. 
"  Messrs.  H.  S.  Lucas  &  Sons, 
'  "To  Tamvaco,  Micrulachi,  and  Mavrogordato,  cargo  of  Taganrog 


•  ^^ 

£rlw)ca  whe^A,  shipped  p&F  Aiice  OUI,  Gaptaia  JTohii  Daoiell,  fracsi 
^%g&n^^^  conaistiiig  of  2500  chetf^erts,  as  pedr  bill  of  lading,  dato^ 
Tagaarog,  iUh  of  October,  3.gS7  {O.  S.),  ae^iaat  cpoteiot  of  25dk  pf 
A^ugUAt  la3t^  eih  of  NovembeTi  ISST  (ST.  g.). 

2370  Qbfitwidrls,  ajt  100  <=r  72  ^p^-^ 

==  qra.  1860jVo  At  C.  F.  &  I. 

per  qr-,  50« £462«    O 

liess  fneight  si  7Q«.  per  ton  for  tallow  is  &>r  wbMt 

\  105.  9,?A  per  .qr.  iu  full  deliy-eped  . . . , £1001  18 

Less  Advance  to  Capl^aia  at  Taganroig , t60    0 

841  10 


je878i  10" 


»l  dl  1  ^The  policy  of  inauramse,  dated  5Ai  December,  1857,  vas  on 
"^^^J   2570  ebeturerts  of  wheat,  VAlued  at  8600/. 

On  14th  December,  :wiieii  tl^e  do^iuoent3  were  tendered  to  the  de- 
fendants, the  price  of  wheat  had  jEeill^  corisiderAblj.  The  def^ndftnts 
l^eturned  the  documents,  as  it  was  alleged,  without  having  inspected 
diem,  and  inSotrmed  the  plaintifts  that  they  would  notify  the  tender 
^  Dart.  No  ojbgection  was  inada  by  the  defendants  to  any  of  the 
documents. 

When  the  ship  w^  reported^  w  Jjiitfa  January,  18&8,  the  pMntiffi} 
again  offered  to  deliver  the  shipping  documents,  and  notified  that 
fihey  would  hold  the  defendants  responsible.  The  defendants  deuied 
that  they  were  dd  credere  agents,  and  referred  the  plaintiiSs  to  tbe 
defendants'  attorneys. 

The  defendants  contended,  at  the  trial,  that  they  w^i^  ncH  del 
fsredere  agents,  and  that  the  tender  of  the  shipping  documents  was 
bad  on  the  ground  that  the  policy  of  insurance  did  n.ot  sCover  die 
frhole  of  the  buyers'  risk,  as  it  appeared  from  the  prpvisionai  iuvoiee 
and  bill  of  lading,  fividence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  plaintilb 
^at  the  cargo  acttjuilly  yielded  only  1809  quarters,  and  that  the 
policy  sufficiently  covered  the  shippers'  risk.  No  evidence  in  ccm- 
tradiotion  was  offered  on  behalf  of  the  defendants ;  nor  was  it  showp 
that  there  was  any  usa^e  among  mercantile  men  that  the  policy  should 
oover  the  buyers'  risk.  The  defendants  also  contended  that  the  mea* 
sure  of  damages  was  to  be  ascertained  at  the  time  when  Dart  repu- 
diated the  contract,  when  the  fall  w  price  was  compariitiveJy  triflin^g^ 
and  not  when  the  documents  were  tendered. 

The  jury  jetumed  a  verdict  for  1^  plaintiflb  on  the  issues  Faised 


»192] 


by  the  i^ird  plea,  leave  being  reserved  to  ^the  defendaiM  t«> 


move  to  enter  it  for  themt  And  ^e  Court  wiis  also  to  say  oa 
«rhat  principle  the  damages  w^re  to  be  assessed. 

Bomll,  in  last  Mi<^aelmas  Term,  obtained  a  r^j«  Nisi  accordingly. 

Montague  Smifh  and  Watkin  Williams  bow  showed  cause. — 'TIm 
defendants  must  satisfy  the  Court  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  poli^ 
tendered  was  not  **  a  shipping  document*'  within  the  meaning  of  tbt 
contract.  It  is  said,  on  behalf  of  ike  defendants,  that  tbe  poUcv  to  be 
teodered  mvat  be  .one  ^effeoted  with  reference  to  the  buyers'  risk ;  and 
that  it  will  not  suffice  that  it  ahonld  be  an  adequate  protection  to  the 
iAmkmbs^    But  Ithe  plaintiffi  4uL  oot  biv4  tbmselves  to  ahip  a  eargo 
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Ik  iite  <fcfim4aB€d.  Tte  eDtfdriKt  Irw  om  wltkjb  Ike  pl«tittffii  a^gCni 
felfil  by  obtaifiimg  is  tlie  mitrket  a  cstrg&  irfloait  answermg  ft>  tlra» 
Ineriplios  hi  th«  (xmtraelK  and  tendering  the  proper  sbippinig'doeQf* 
Aentd  of  soeh  a-  citFgo.  li  was  clear,  at  the  trial,,  that  the  policy 
efeeted  dH  u^  p6iM  o£  fftct,  co^nsr  the  ebippeiai'  risk :  the  actnidl 
yield  of  the  earge  was  ooly  1809  msrtetB,  sm  the  nn»*ket  had  falleii 
Mttsidemblj  be^een  the  tiitie  of  the  ehipment  and  the  tender  of  the 
cbenmettttf.  As6imiii]^,  however,  that  the  policy  muBt  oo^er  the  risk 
disposed  by  the  prerisiotta)  itiToice  aifd  \AVi  of  fakfingr  the  polr<^ 
kn^wae  suffieient.  The  peliey  Heed  iret  cover  the  freight,  which 
Wss  not  payable  except  <m  the  dafe  arrival  of  the  carffo,  and  was* never 
M  the  t^yefs^  riek.  Here  the  ecim  of  16021  had  been  adva&eed  at 
Taganrog  on  aocoisiiit-  of  freight ;  bat  that  circumstance  does  not  alteT 
the  character  of  the  payment :  it  is  atill  part  of  the  freight  atid  wonU 
be  properly  in^itrable  a»  dnch  by  the  ^eliipowtief :  Hall  v:  Jan-  f^i.A^ 
tt»,  4  B.  *  B.  506  (fi.  C.  Li  R.  vol  82).  If  the  whole  freight.  ^  ^^ 
fi^.  I601{.  1Q9.>  be  dedneted  from  the  gress  ainoimt  of  invoice  price, 
Aere  irottld  remaitt  24£  10»i  whieh  the  poliey  did  ttot  eover.  B«it 
evtsn  thi»  atim  may  be  disposed  ei  «nde»  the  cirenmstancesr  for,  \pf 
Ihe  terms  of  the  centraot,  the  pajrmettt  Wtts  to  be  made  less  disGon  ffl 
if  S21  per  eenti  fer  the  unexpired  portion  of  three  months  from  the  dcM 
at  the  bf  )1  of  kdrng.  This  was  the  24th  of  October,  old  style ;  that 
iii  Ae  5th  of  November,  live  tender  of  the  doctcments  was  made  on 
fte  Hth  of  December,  1857 :  tfhis  weald  leave  fiflfy-six  days'  discouol^ 
Ae  amooni  of  which  would  be  271  Ws. ;  and,  d^dnelin-g  this  ftirthev 
mm  troak  the  dontriet  price}  tfaer^  would  be  a  slight  margin  in  the 
pkitttil&'^  &voaT.  Lastly,  inasmuch  a^  tte  defendwits  did  not  rest 
1km  refaasi  to  fotfl)  the  eontrtict  on  th»  insnfbeienoy  of  the  policy,^ 
Aey  h«7e  waived  that  objection.  IHie  plaintiiKs  might  ha^e  etfect» 
a  stF^pIemenial  policy  and  tendered  it  in  sufficient  time^ 

(Upon  the  question  of  the  measure  of  damagBS-  they  were  steppecft 
ky  the  Court.) 

BwiU  and  Smpman,  eotftl^i.-^There  ie  so  sprevment  of  waiver  im 
Ae  deelaration;  [GoeKSemr,  &  J. — ^That  le  not*  the  point  reservedi} 
Jht  pollef  should  Tkmf6  protected  the  buyer  completely,  and  shoula 
ftefefore  have  covered  the  whole  ameent  men4;ioned  in  the  provistomtt 
invoice.  The  defendsnts  would  ^ot  be  bound  to  accept  the  tender  oS 
te  invoice  of  »  cargo  in  excess  of  the  limit  of  the  contract,  although 
i^  cargo  actually  ott  board  was  wilfhiu  the  limitf :  Tamvack)  v,  Lu^casi. 
1  £.  &  £.  581  (E.  O.  L;  It.  vol.  ):  The  policy  tendered  shoulob 
annespofld  with'  the  iwvoioe :  '*'it  wiil  nd;  snffiee  that  it  covers  f^igs 
wkt  turns  out  ta  be  the  actual  risk,  if  it  ]eavi$  unproteeted'  ^ 
As  ride  appsnrent  all  the  time  of  tender.  Then,  i«  is  said  that  the 
freight  must  be  dedacted  in  ascertaining  the  amoimt  for  which  the 
pficy  should  be  eflfeetedi  But,  if  th^  ship  were  lest,  the  buyer  wouHk 
W  the  aihouiit  of  the  contract  price,  viz.,  50^;  per  (mnrter ,  and 
tills  risk  should  be  protected.  HBLAemtfiK',  J. — Surely  the  invariid>te 
iMgein  calculating  the  amount  to  be  paid  against  shipping  documents 
is  %9  deduct  the  height.]  If  the  cargo  were  to  avriVe,  although  ii 
vsre  80  damaged  as-  te  be  worthl^s^  the  freight  must  nevertheless  be 
fm :  the  bu^ev^  therefore^  is^  at  some  ricdc,  agahtst  which  he  shouhl 
Wproteetisd.    The  peticy  here  was.  no«  made  witli  pelimnca  to  tiw 
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contract  between  the  parties,  although,  in  point  of  fact,  it  was  effected 
only  on  the  6th  December,  a  few  days  before  the  tender.  But  sup- 
posing that  the  freight  may  be  deducted  from  the  amount  for  which 
the  policy  should  be  effected,  as  is  contended  by  the  plaintiffs,  still 
there  remains  a  sum  of  242.  IO5.  unprotected.  The  question  is  one  of 
principle :  the  amount  of  the  deficiency  cannot  affect  the  rule. 

Then,  as  to  the  waiver:  the  defendants  were  not  aware  of  the 
objection  at  the  time  they  returned  the  shipping  documents,  and  were 
entitled  to  avail  themselves  of  it  when  it  came  to  their  knowledge. 

As  to  the  damages:  they  should  be  calculated  at  the  time  when 
Dart  repudiated  the  contract.  [Blackburn,  J. — No.  Esposito  v, 
Bowden,  4  E.  &  B.  963  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  82),  decides  that  a  repudiation 
of  a  contract  before  the  time  for  fulfilment  can  be  treated  as  a  breach 
only  at  the  option  of  the  other  contracting  party.] 
*1Q^']       *CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  enter- 

-l  ing  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  must  be  discharged.  The  case 
is  presented  to  us  in  this  shape.  It  is  admitted  that  the  defendants 
are  liable,  having  received  commission  which  makes  them  responsible 
as  del  credere  agents,  if  the  buyers  of  this  cargo  of  wheat  were  bound 
to  accept  the  shipping  documents  tendered,  and  to  fulfil  the  contract 
by  payment.  But  it  is  said  that  there  was  a  defect  in  one  of  the 
shipping  documents,  viz.,  the  policy  of  insurance,  in  consequence  of 
it  not  being  for  an  amount  sufficient  to  afford  the  buyers  of  the  cargo 
such  an  indemnity  against  the  loss  of  the  cargo  as  they  were  entitled 
to.  The  question  is  put  as  one  of  pure  law,  on  these  very  simple  and 
short  facts.  The  terms  of  the  contract  being  that  the  payment  should 
take  place  on  the  production  of  the  shipping  documents,  and  when 
the  cargo  would  still  be  at  sea,  a  provisional  invoice  was  sent  in  to 
the  defendants,  or  rather  to  the  buyers  of  the  cargo,  which  invoice, 
framed  upon  the  bill  of  lading,  stated  the  quantity  of  wheat  at  a  given 
amount ;  but  the  cargo  did  not  realize  that  amount,  for  it  turned  out 
ccnsiderably  less.  When  the  policy  of  insurance  is  produced,  it  turns 
out  to  be  of  less  amount  than  the  sum  at  which  the  total  value  of  the 
cargo  appeared  in  the  provisional  invoice  and  the  bill  of  lading ;  and 
it  is  said  that  the  buyers  would  be  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  that 
circumstance,  and  to  refuse  to  accept  the  shipping  documents,  or  to  pay 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract;  inasmuch  as  the  policy  of 
insurance  was  included  in  the  shipping  documents,  on  the  delivery 
of  which  payment  was  to  be  made,  and  the  policy  of  insurance  was 
not  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  provisions  of  the  contract,  being  of  less 
*19B1  ^™^^^^  ^^^^  ^^®  value  of  the  cargo  as  ^represented  in  the 

■'  provisional  invoice.  The  total  value  of  the  cargo,  as  appear- 
ing on  the  provisional  invoice,  included  the  amount  of  1001/.  lOs,  for 
freight ;  and  it  is  said,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintifis,  that  at  all  events 
the  insurance  was  not  to  cover  the  freight,  but  only  the  value  of  the 
cargo,  as  compounded  of  the  cost  of  the  cargo  at  the  place  of  ship- 
ment, the  shipping  of  it,  and  the  commission  and  other  charges  which 
would  be  incidental  to  the  shipping  of  such  a  cargo,  and  also  the 
premiums  of  insurance;  and  that,  if  the  sum  of  1001/.  lOs.  be  there- 
fore deducted,  as  it  ought  to  be,  from  the  price  as  per  invoice,  there 
would  remain  uncovered  by  the  policy  the  comparatively  insignifi* 
cant  sum  of  242. 10«.    The  first  question  is  whether  that  is  a  correct 
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view  of  the  matter,  and  whether  the  freight  ought  to  be  deducted,  as 
not  meant  to  be  included  in  the  policy  of  insurance  and  covered  by 
it.  I  think  that  is  the  correct  view ;  and,  when  we  are  dealing  with 
a  policy  of  insurance  as  one  of  the  shipping  documents  to  be  delivered 
by  the  seller  to  the  buyer  in  order  to  protect  the  buyer,  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  freight,  which  the  buyer  will  not  have  to  pay  until 
the  cargo  has  arrived,  need  not  be  covered  by  the  policy  of  insurance. 

There  still  remaias,  however,  when  the  freight  has  been  deducted, 
a  sum  of  242.  10«.  unprotected  by  the  policy.  Mr.  Smith  has  argued 
that  a  further  deduction  should  be  made  on  the  score  of  discount.  In 
that  view  I  .cannot  concur,  because  I  think  the  true  period  of  payment 
is  that  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  that  the  discount  is 
only  matter  ^f  subordinate  and  independent  arrangement  between 
the  parties,  whereby,  in  consideration  of  a  more  speedy  payment  by 
the  one  party  than  that  which  the  contract  would  in  strictness  require, 
the  ^other  party  agrees  to  make  an  abatement  of  a  portion  of  r«i  97 
the  purchase-money.  I  do  not  think,  therefore,  that  that  ^ 
toaches  the  difficulty  in  the  case. 

Then  comes  the  question,  whether  the  deficiency  of  242.  10«.  is  a 
matter  which  could  fairly  be  objected  to  on  the  delivery  of  such  a 
shipping  document  as  this.  On  this  part  of  the  case,  as  it  is  pre- 
sented to  us,  I  think  our  decision  ought  to  be  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiff The  contract  provides  for  payment  by  the  buyers  on  the 
delivery  of  the  shipping  documents.  By  that  I  understand  the  ordi- 
nary and  usual  shipping  documents,  as  they  are  understood  in  con- 
tacts of  this  nature  by  members  of  the  mercantile  community.  The 
policy  of  insurance  is  undoubtedly  one  of  these ;  and,  if  the  policy, 
instead  of  being  such  as  is  contemplated  as  an  ordinary  and  usual 
shipping  document,  turns  out  substantially  a  defective  one,  and  such 
as  would  not  afibrd  the  buyer  a  reasonable  protection  and  iudemnity 
against  risk,  which  he  is  entitled  to  under  the  terms  of  such  a  con- 
tract, and  the  shipping  documents  be  accordingly  rejected,  and  the 
performance  of  the  contract  resisted  on  that  ground,  I  am  far  from 
saying  that  such  ground  would  not  be  sufficient  to  justify  a  buyer  in. 
refusing  to  fulfil  the  terms  of  the  contract  of  purchase  and  sale.  But 
it  becomes  a  very  different  Question  whether  the  present  small  and 
comparatively  insignificant  deficiency  may  be  maae  a  more  pretext 
ibr  a  departure  from  the  contract,  when  substantial  and  bon2  fide 
{»x)tection  is  afiforded  to  the  buyers  by  means  of  the  policy. 

The  defendants  submit  the  question  on  this  part  of  the  case  for 
oar  consideration,  as  a  mere  question  of  law  on  this  short  point.  The 
policy,  when  produced,  turns  out  to  be  somewhat  less  in  amount  than 
vhat  appears  *on  the  provisional  invoice  to  be  the  value  of  ,r«i  ao 
the  cargo ;  and  it  is  said  that,  on  that  mere  simple  fact,  with-  ^ 
out  more,  as  a  matter  of  law,  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  say  that 
the  buyers  were  not  bound  to  perform  their  part  of  the  contract;  and 
that  therefore  the  defendants,  who  have  insured  the  performance  of 
the  contract  by  their  principals,  are  not  bound  eitner.  I  cannot 
soQcur  in  that  proposition  taken  as  a  matter  of  law.  As  I  have 
before  said,  there  may  be  facts  in  any  particular  case  which  would 
justify  a  buyer  in  refusing  to  accept  a  policy  of  insurance  as  one  of 
the  shipping  documents,  if  the  policy  of  insurance  was  substantially 


itntoperaffeive'  fo  pfbteeH  Ifhe  trarfer  ilgaitise  ttfe  pdstfibrliff  (ff  los^  df 
daiha^e  by  perils  of  flie  setf ;  btiK  no  such  qifestidti  wasi  kdf^  m^- 
mttted  fld  a  matter  of  fact  for  t/he  eonsiderallion  of  the  jurr.  It  wart 
not  proposed  that  it  should  be'  submittted  to  the  jiwy,  whether,  hi  the 
presenii  instance,  the  policy  of  instcranee  was  dubstaHl^itfUj'  effectivci 
9A  ^  shipping  ddeutnent,  as  satirfyitkg  that  which  the  buyers  bail 
rea^nably  a  right  to  expect.  The  questiotf  is  submitted  to^  ui»  ais*  tf 
mere  question  of  law  on  the  facts  as  they  appeal  to  us  on  (Evidence ; 
and,  a^  I  have  said,  I  cannot  come  to  a  conclusioil  that  the  defetrdaft^te' 
cbntetitioti  is  correct.  If  the  objection  couid  arail  them  anything,  ift 
would  only  be  on  the  ground  that  thi^  was  not  ^  cofifiplismce  with  tie 
termsf  of  the  contract,  reference  beitig  had  to  all  circufflsftatice.«f  of  the 
case,  and  to  how  &r  this  p6licy  of  iuduranee'  was,  substiCntiiUly  a#t 
practically,  a  protection  to  the^  bttyer  against  sea  risk.  The  dtefend- 
«ffts  not  having  asked  to  have  the  question  left  to  the  jury,  w€r  ttK&% 
tadce  it,  as  agaitisit  them,  that  thisr  was  substantially  a  good  policy  ^ 
*1991  i^^ranee,  and  one  whi(^  Would  h*7e  satisfied  the  *exrgenck§ 
^  of  this  contract,  as  being  a  shipping  document  on  the  pTodur* 
tfon  and  the  delivery  of  which  th^  buyers  would  have  been  bouttd  fa 

There  seem*  to  be  another  view  of  this  ctoe  which-  is  also  unfiivDur- 
able  to  the  defendant^r.  AssuiMttg  that,  upon  a  contract  of  this  soi*t; 
the^  shipping  docufnents  must  be  substantially  stffiicient,  yet,  as  thie  n 
a  term  in  the  contract  introduced  for  the  benefit  of  the  bciyer,  it 
certainly  is  one  that  may  be  waivedf  by  him.  In  the*  present  ciise,  it 
does  not  appear  that  the  buyer  ever  repudiated  this  ^Mitract,  or 
denied  his  liability  to  be  bound  1^  ittf  terms,  on  the  ground  thai/t  these 
(focu-fnents  or  any  of  them*  were  inefficient.  Long  before  the  a^ipprag 
dbcuments  arrived  in  this  country  thcf  buyer  repudiated  his  liability, 
otr  the  gi^ound  that  the  defendants  had  exceeded  their  ai^hority  ^ 
a;gents.  And,  again,  when-  th^  shipping  doeuwents  aTriv«$d,  ami  it 
il'as  sought  to  make  the  buyers  fulfil  the  terms  of  the  Oontract,  th^ 
defendants  never  for  a  raonnent  set  up  the  insufficiency  of  these  ship- 
ping documents ;  btrt  they  sought  to  force  the  contract  on  the  buyof^ 
ibr  whom  they  had*  ilcted,  dtf  one  which  the  buyers  were  boun*  tO' 
complete.  Jf  ow,  as  has  beem  pointed  out  by  more  than  one  of  toy 
Itemed  brothers  m  the  course  of  the  argutnent,  if,  at  the  time  the^* 
Aipping  documents  were  originally  tendered,  there  had  been  afty 
objection  taken  ovt  the  score  of  the  insufficiency  of  this  policy,  thef« 
would  have  been  no  difficulty  (for  this  was*  long  before  the  arrival  of 
Ae  cargo)  ill  ^akin^  good  t6e  defect  by  means  of  supplementary 
insurance.  I  think,  therefore,  there  has  been  a  waiver  on  the  part  ot 
tbs  buyers,  the  {>rincipals  in  the  contract,  and  also  a  waiver  on  thtf 
part  of  the  defondaniis^  who,  as  agents,  w^e  liable  on  this  del  crederiar 
^j^Q^,  contract.  *There  was  aw  absolute  and  entire  waiver  of  any^ 
J  objection  which  might  by  possibility  have  be^ff  taken  to  tli$ 
insiifficiency  of  the  policy.  On  every  ground,  therefore,  and  in  eiveiy 
IHnKnt  of  view  in*  which  I  cam  look  at  the  case,  I  cannot  but  think  tbMl 
the  defondants*  have  &iled  to  make  out,  on  this  technical  objection,  tfttf 
^ound  why  the  verdict  should  be  disturbed. 

OROin^TOi^,  3. — I  am  of  the  sttrae  opinioii.    The  poimt  com^  belbtfe 
^  ouf  ar rule  tor ^liter  » verdict^ fofthcrdc^^dantSGiii  KtVQlijB<fOi<w  tiJMi 
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at  the  trial ;  and  I  understand  that  objection  to  he,  that  the  plainitiffii 
imdertook  to  insure  the  defendants  as  to  their  interest  with  reference 
to  tbe  contract  price,  and  with  reference  to  the  apparent  interest  of 
the  buyer  under  the  contract.  I  do  tiot  think  that,  in  point  of  law,^ 
that  is  so.  There  was  some  evidence  in  the  case  that  the<  policy  was 
one  which  would  be  sufficient  as  a  policy  on  the  shipment;  and  prob- 
ably the  jury  would  have  found  in  the  affirmative,  if  that  point  hod 
been  left  to  them.  Therefore,  I  think  the  defendants  must  be  confined 
strictly  to  the  objection  which  is  made  the  ground  of  their  rule,  and 
which  really  comes  to  this :  "  You  undertook  to  insiire  my  interest  in 
the  cargo  with  reference  to  this  contract  price; 'that  is,  to  insure  my 
interest  to  the  extent  of  60*.  per  quarter."  Now,  the  validity  of  that 
objection  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  contract.  This  is  not  a  'cOn> 
tract,  as  I  understand  it,  for  the  seller  to  ship  free  on  board  a  particu- 
lar ship  to  be  found  by  the  vendee ;  but  it  is  one  of  the  usual  contrac  ts 
to  sell  a  cargo  which  is  to  come  by  a  ship  sailing  at  a  particular  tin  e, 
and  is  covered  by  the  usual  policy  that  would  be  taken  in  such  a  ca^e. 
I  do  not  think  the  construction  of  the  contract  is  that  these  r^nni 
^parties  engaged  to  ship  the  cargo:  if  it  had  been  to  be  shipped  *• 
W  these  particular  parties  other  questions  might  arise;  atid,  as  Ilr. 
Honyman  put  it,  it  might  be  an  ingredient,  if  the  contract  had  b(  en 
80  worded,  that  they  should  ship  and  insure  in  accordance  with'their 
knowledge  that  the  value  to  the  buyer  was  this  precise  amount.  I 
doabt  very  much  whether  that  would 'be  so;  but,  in  the  present  case,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  plainti£&  Were  at  liberty  to  buy  a  cargo  in  ihe 
market  of  any  wheat  corresponding  with  that  mentioned  in  the  ccm* 
tract,  which  should  be  shipped  from  the  1st  of  October  to  the  15th  of 
November,  not  in  any  particular  ship,  but  in  any  ship  answering  ihe 
description,  *'  A  1  English  or  a  first  class  foreign  vessel,  not  Greek  or 
Turk."  Therefore  I  think  it  is  clear  that  the  present  case  is  one  of 
those  in  which  a  person  is  bargaining  for  a  cargo'which  shall  answer 
the  description  on  its  shipment,  or  which  shall  answer  the  description 
on  the  seller  ordering  it  to  be  shipped  in  a  particular  manner,  or  by 
buying  a  shipment  which  is  already  at  sea.  That  being  the  contract, 
we  must  see  how  this  supposed  obligation  to  insure  to  the  extent  of 
the  interest  of  the  parties  on  that  contract,  that  is,  to  the  amount  of 
the  contract  price,  including  the  freight,  can  arise.  Now,  I  think  it 
Tery  true  that  this  contract  is  for  a  shipment  which  shall  be  insured, 
because  the  price  is  to  be  50^.,  **  including  freight  and  insurance ;"  it 
must,  therefore,  be  a  cargo  by  a  ship  which  is  bringing  goods  on 
freight,  and  there  must  be  a  bill  of  lading,  th6re  must  be  the  charter- 
party,  and  there  must  be  a  policy  of  insurance ;  and  the  question  is» 
what  is  the  meaning  of  that  word  ''insurance,"  coupled  with  the  phrase 
"cash  in  London  in  exchange  for  shipping  documents  ?"  I  do  not  think 
that,  on  this  ^contract,  the  seller  himself  was  bound  to  insure,  pona 
I  think  it  is  one  of  those  contracts  in  which  the  insurance  '- 
"runs,"  as  it  has  been  expressed,  as  the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  charter- 
party  runs,  with  the  interest  in  the  cargo,  as  one  of  the  three  shipping, 
documents;  and  I  think  that,*  if  the  original  shipper  had  insured,, 
which  he  ought  to  have  done.  Or,  if  the  person  who  knew  of  the  ship*, 
meats  had  insured  in  London,  in  either  of  those  cases  the  policy  so 
dfected  would  be  the  one  to  which  such  a  contract  as  this  woiild  refer, 
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I  Ihiiik  that  iippeani  imaiuiwenkUj  to  be  the  tnie  riew,  when  we  oem* 
ttdsr  lb«t  these  doevmeiita  ge  akang^  with  the  piiopertj^  into  whofleae* 
ever  himcb  it  may  oome.  'The  otgeot  is  to  have  tbeae  kinds  oi  cargoes 
saleable  i»  thet  market ;  atid  that,  aibhoQgh  theeargQ  has  not.  arrived* 
th&  owner  raaY  reaUzae  bis  meiiey^  and  the  cargo  be  sold  over  aod 
o^er  again  be&>re  it  eom«s  lo  this  country.  It  seems  to  me  a  sioa- 
slrous  thing  to  say,  wvth  referenee  to  every  contract  of  sale  of  this 
description,  that  there  must  be  a  policy  to  cover  the  full  price.  The 
phrase  ^^  shipping  doeimieBts^"  I  think,  shows  that  the  policy  con- 
aected  with  the  s^ippiag^  and  effected  at  that  tim^  would  be  the  doea- 
ment  xneant.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  if,  by  any  accident,  there 
were  no  insurance  when  the  cargo  was  shipped,  the  contraet  might 
iK>t  be  answered  by  making  a  policy  in  London ;  but  I  think  the  con- 
tract contemplates  a  pe^icy  made  with  reference  to  the  shipment.  I 
quite  agree  with  whftt  my  Lord  ha»  said»  that  the  policy  must  be  a 
bonA  fide  poliey.  I  take  it  that,  if  there  was  an  illusory  insurance, 
that  would  not  do;  beeause  the  coBtiact  is  for  a  price  covering  freight 
and  insurance.  It  appears  to  me,  as  I  said  before,  to  contemplate, 
nx>t  only  thdt  the  cargo  shall  come  on  freight^  but  that  it  shall  come 
unQo^   iA  *one  of  the  particular  class  of  ships  named,  and  be  insured ; 

^  and  therefore  u  there  was  an  iUuswy  insurance,  I  think  the 
buyer  might  say,  "  Yoit  have  not  sent  it  insured,"  I  think,  therefore, 
the  terms  of  theeontract  relate  to  the  policy  on  the  shipment;  that 
the  insurance  must  cover  the  vakte  of  the  goods,  and  the  cost  of  the 
insurance,,  as  at  the  port  of  loading;  bnt  that  it  need  not  include  the 
fimght  or  profit  at  the  port  of  discharge^  The  buyer  buys  what  the 
seller  sells,  ajad  puts  himself,  in  effect^  in  hie  shoes.  I  think  the  first 
mani.  if  he  buye  from  the  original  shipper,  puts  himself  in  his  shoes, 
as  it  were,  and  takes  the  pcdicy  from  him — supposing  the  policy  is  a 
right  policy  with  regard  to  thie  first  shipper, — and  whether  it  be  or 
not  is  not  determined  by  the  value  which  the  buyer  thinks  the  goods 
wiU  bear  when  they  come  to  England.  That  being  so,,  the  only 
Question  is  one  of  fact  Is  thia  a  document  &irly  to  be  taken  as  a 
wpping  document^  accompanying  the  re^  of  the  papers,  and  a  fiur 
bonft  fi<fe  policy  ?  No  point  was  made  as  to  that  at  the  trial.  There 
was  some  evidence  on  which  the  jury  might  have  so  found ;  but>  no 
point  having  been  made  of  it»  I  think  we  should  be  doing  wrong  if 
itfe  were  to  send  the  ease  down  for  a  new  trial  on  account  of  any 
doubt  of  thai  kind,  the  objeetioa  at  the  trial  being  merely  that  the 
plaiAtt£Bi  ought  to  have  caleislated  the  amount  of  insurance  so  as  to 
oever  the  coat  of  SOs.  I  think  that  justice  was  done  in  this  case,  and 
that  the  pmnt  of  law  cm  which  the  defendants  insist  is  against  diem. 
The  rule  must  therefore  be  disdiarged. 

HlLXi^  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  There  is  but  one  narrow 
question  before  the  Court;,  and  that  i^  Whether  the  policy  of  insur- 
MQA-t  ance  tendered  was  a  shipping  ^document  sufiicient  to  satisfy 

^  the  reqiuirements  of  this  contract.  The  rule  was  obtained  on 
the  gfeund  that  tiie  amount  of  the  insurance  in  the  policy  was  not 
aofficiesnt :  so  that  we  aore  asked  to  conclude^  as  a  matter  of  law*  on 
the  aimfde  olQeotioB  of  insuffieiieaeyy  that  the  policy  was  not  a  ship^ 

edoeumeait  withia  the  meapwy  of  this  contract,  so  as  to  satialhrit^ 
i  what  asa  the  finalft  a*  rsgaroi  the  amount  of  the  policy  7    The 
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taomit  wvlefes  IliaQ  {he  eonirmi  ptioe  \$hkih  ih6  birfer  of  ibe  com 
kd  eontracted  to  par ;  but  th^re  wm  evidence  al  the  trial  from  yrhicb 
the  jury  might  well  hare  found,  that  the  amount  for  irhtch  the  paKcy 
of  m^imBioe  had  been  eflbcted  ww  suiBcteht  to  corer  the  cost  at  the 
port  of  loading,  and  the  cost  of  premiums,  and  of  efiecting  the  rnsor- 
aooe :  and,  taking  that  to  be  the  cade,  the  question  arisen  whether,  in 
this  case,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  contract,  the  yendors  were  bound  to 
tmder  a  policy  of  insurance,  effected  for  inicfa  an  amount  as  would  be 
%  complete  inaenmity  to  the  buyer  of  the  corn  in  case  cdT  any  loss  on 
the  cargo;  or  whether,  in  point  of  fkct,  ihe  policy,  being  for  such  an 
tmount  as  an  ordinary  shipper  #ouId  have  e^cted  for  protecting  hit 
interest  in  the  port  of  despatdi,  would  not  suffice  ?     W  bat  was  the 
daty  devolving  on  the  seller  of  the  com  under  this  contract  ?     Was 
he  bound  to  be  himself  the  shipper  of  the  corn,  and  to  effect  a  policy 
in  tlw  amount  contended  for  by  th^  defendants  7    It  is  conceded  by[ 
the  counsel  for  the  defendants  that  the  vendor  6f  the  com  was  not 
boond,  under  this  contract,  to  become  the  shipper  of  the  com.    li 
was  open  to  him  to  fulfil  his  contracty  either  by  shipping  com  him- 
Bdiy  so  as  to  satisfy  the  requirements  dTthe  contract,  or  to  go  into  the 
market  and  buy  firom  any  merchant  a  cargo  shipped  in  such  a  vessel, 
at  such  tiflie,  and  in  such  *manner,  as  would  satisfy  the  require-   r«AAg 
ments  of  the  contract.    Supposing  that  he  had  taken  the  ratter  ^ 
coune,  and  had  got  the  usual  ilhipping  documents  delivered  to  hvn; 
the  bill  of  lading,  and  the  policy  of  insurance  effected  at  the  time  the 
cargo  was  shipped,  were  those  which  would  have  been  sufficient  ship- 
ping documents  for  the  vendor  under  a  contract  precisely  similar  to 
this,  if  purchased  by  the  vendor  in  the  market:  and  would  thcnr  cease 
to  bs  shipping  documents  in  biS  hands,  so  that  he  would  not  be  abid 
to  hand  tnem  over  to  his  vendee,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  terms  6f  a 
precisely  similar  contract  ?    I  think  not.    If  there  was  any  special 
custom,  or  any  peculiar  courae  of  dealing,  in  this  trade,  rendering  it 
necessary,  in  such  a  case,  for  the  vendor  to  effect  a  poKcy  lor  an  amount 
soiBcient  to  be  a  complete  indemnity  in  the  sense  contended  for  by' 
die  vendee  of  the  corn,  evidence  should  have  been  given  by  the  de- 
fendants to  that  effect,  in  order  that  the  opinion  of  the  jury  might  be 
taken:  but  no  such  evidence  ^as  given ;  and,  in  my  opinion,  tnefe  v^ 
no  rule  of  law  compelling  us  to  put  such  a  construction  as  is  con* 
tended  for  by  the  defendants  on  the  words  ''  shipping  documents''  nl 
the  contract.    For  these  reasons  I  think  thai  this  rule  should  be  dis^ 
charged. 

Blackburn,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question  turns  on 
Ae  cottstroetion  of  this  contract,  which,  as  I  read  it,  is  a  contract  to 
nipply  a  cargo  afloat  of  a  particular  description,  and  to  furnish  the 
flipping  docfttments  in  exchange  for  the  price.  The  cargo  itself  ia 
act  shipped  when  the  contract  is  made,  nor  is  it  known  what  will  be 
tbe  name  of  the  ship ;  it  is  meH^ly  a  contract  to  supply  SUch  a  cargo 
IS  described ;  and  I  perfectl v  agi^e  with  the  defendants  that  they 
iveokl  not  be  bound  *to  pay  the  stipulated  price,  unless  proper  i-ffoAA 
iktpping  dMuments  were  given  to  them ;  by  which  I  mean,  v 
Bsc  only  a  ]^roper  bill  of  iMxng  and  tbe  pi^per  charter-party  applica-: 
lAato  saok  •  o«go  as  Ami  which  is^deseribea  in  the  contract,  but  alsa 
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a  policy  of  insurance  for  the  proper  amount.  The  number  of  quarters 
of  grain  that  were  to  constitute  the  cargo  are  stipulated  for  in  the 
contract ;  and  the  time  and  manner  in  which  it  is  to  be  supplied  are 
fixed  by  the  contract.  On  these  points  there  is  no  doubt  whatever ; 
but  the  amount  of  the  policy  which  the  parties  contemplated  at  this 
time  is  not,  in  express  terms,  mentioned  in  the  contract  at  all.  The 
objection  taken  at  the  trial  was,  that,  by  fixing  the  price  at  which  the 
vendors,  the  plaintiff,  were  to  supply  this  cargo  afloat,  they  also 
fixed  the  amount  to  cover  which  the  policy  ought  to  be  made  out : 
and,  if  that  were  so,  the  defendants  would  be  right  in  saying  that  the 
policy  tendered  was  not  sufficient.  But  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the 
Court  in  thinking  that  that  is  not  the  true  construction  of  the  con- 
tract. If  this  haa  been  the  case  of  a  contract  for  selling  afloat  a  cargo 
already  shipped  in  a  specific  ship  (which  was  originally  the  more 
common  way  in  which  these  transactions  were  carried  on),  and  tl  e 
plaintifis  had,  as  is  usual  in  the  market,  sold  the  same  cargo  from  OT«e 
to  another,  the  contract  only  varying  in  price,  each  vendor  in  succes* 
sion  stipulating  to  furnish  the  shipping  documents,  I  take  it  to  l^e 
quite  plain,  for  the  reasons  which  my  brother  Orompton  has  given, 
that  the  amount  of  the  policy,  which  was  originally  the  proper  shi  i»- 
ping  document  of  such  a  cargo,  could  not  vary  from  time  to  time, 
According  to  the  dififerent  prices  which  were  inserted  in  the  different 
*S071  ^^^^^"^^  ^y  ^^®  different  persons  who  were  passing  it  from  *one 
-I  to  the  other.  To  say  that  the  policy  must  so  vary,  would  be 
to  make  its  amount  dependent  on  the  market  and  the  Corn  Exchange 
of  this  country,  and  cause  that  amount  to  fluctuate  with  the  fluctua- 
tions of  the  corn  market;  which  would  certainly  be  very  inconvenient 
This,  then,  being  a  contract  to  supply  a  cargo  afloat,  the  documents 
which  were  furnished  would  be  such  as  would  fairly  belong  to  such 
a  cargo  when  afloat ;  and  the  amount  of  the  policy,  as  I  said  before, 
must  depend,  not  upon  the  contract  price  in  this  country  for  which 
the  contractor  is  to  furnish  such  a  cargo,  but  on  the  nature  and  kind 
of  the  cargo  itself.  The  amount  of  the  policy  must  be  such  as  would 
fiiirly  and  truly  cover  and  protect  that  cargo  so  described.  My  brother 
Hill,  whose  reasons  I  will  not  repeat,  has  pointed  out  that,  at  the 
trial,  there  was  evidence  enough  on  which  the  jury  might  have  found 
that  this  policy  was  quite  sufficient  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  cargo  at 
the  port  of  loading,  and  of  the  insurance;  and  the  point  taken  at  the 
trial  not  being  a  question  of  fact,  but  merely  a  question  of  law,  viz. — 
whether  the  construction  of  the  contract  compelled  the  plaintifEs  to 
make  a  policy  covering  the  larger  sum, — ^the  defendants  are  not  en- 
titled to  have  the  rule  made  absolute  on  any  doubtful  point  not  left 
to  the  jury,  and  on  which  they  were  not  asked  to  decide.  I  need 
hardly  say  that  I  quite  agree  with  what  has  fallen  from  the  other 
members  of  the  Court,  that  the  policy  was  not  to  include  the  freight, 
which  never  was  at  the  risk  of  the  defendants ;  for,  if  the  ship  had 
gone  down,  they  would  not  have  been  called  upon  to  pay  the  freight, 
and  therefore  to  say  that  they  were  entitled  to  a  policy  which,  in  the 

*2081   ®^®^^  ^^  ^^®  ^^^P  S9^^^  down,  would  enable  them  to  ^recover 

-I  the  value  of  the  fineight,  which  they  had  not  paid,  would  \m, 

ifi  my  opinion,  an  argument  ad  absurdunii  and  a  contradiotioii  of  dl 
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the  oaseB,  from  Baillie  v.  MoudigKani,  1  Park  on  Insurance,  Stb  ecU 
p.  116,  downwards.  Bole  discharged.(a) 

(a)  Rtportod  bj  J.  C.  Mathew,  Es 


CUKBTON  V.  Tlie  QUEEN  (in  error).    May  6. 

9  0. 4,  e.  69. — ^uUctmenL — ConvieUon  by  justices  of  the  peace, 

L  An  iirfietaaii  iuid«r  lUt.  9  O.  4,  o.  $9,  alleg«d  thai  the  dafendaat,  on,  Ae.»  was  dalj  con- 
vi«lad  b«fora^  Ao.,  three  JnsiloM  of  tbo  peaee,  for  that  bo,  in  the  night  of  18th  Decombor,  I854» 
^Bifbt,  after  the  expiration  of  the  firit  hour  after  ranset,  and  before  the  beginning  of  the  first 
benr  before  iwiriee,  did  by  night  then  and  there  nnlawfally  enter  a  eertain  elose,  Ac,  with  a 
gn,  for  the  porpoie  of  then  and  there  taking  and  destroying  game,  eontrary  to  the  statate; 
Ast  and  was  a4)«dged  for  the  said  oflenee,  the  same  being  bis  first  olFenee,  Ao.  That  the  de- 
tedsat  aflenrardsy  to  wit,  Ae.,  was  doly  eonTieied  before,  Ao.,  two  Jostiees  of  the  peace,  Ae., 
tor  that  be,' in  the  night  of  24th  Norember,  1858,  by  night,  unlawfully  did  enter  and  be  in  and 
ipon  eertain  enclosed  land,  Me.,  with  eerUdn  instmments,  for  the  purpose  of  killing,  taking, 
sad  destroying  game  thereon,  this  being  his  second  olfenee,  contrary  to  the  form,  Ac,  and  wae 
s4|Bde*<l  for  his  said  olfenee,  Ae.  That  the  defendant,  after  he  had  been  so  twice  conTicted  as 
sibnsaid,  to  wit,  25th  Kovember,  1860,  by  night,  did  nnlawfolly  enter  and  be  in  and  upon  oerr 
teia  eneloeed  luid  for  the  purpose,  by  night,  as  aforesaid,  of  therein  taking  and  destroying 
fUM,  sad  was  then  and  there  by  night  unlawfully  in  the  said  land,  with  a  certain  gun  and 
ftker  instraments,  for  the  purpose,  by  night  as  aforesaid,  of  therein  taking  and' destroying 
gUM,  against  the  form  of  the  statute,  Ac. :  Held,  that  this  indictment  was  good,  seeing  that  it 
HA  Bot  profess  to  set  out  the  prior  oonTictions  "  in  hsse  rerba." 

1  Qmmrty  whether  it  was  not  good  at  all  CTcnts  7 

1  A  eoBTiction,  under  stat  9  G.  4,  e.  89,  alleging  that  the  defendant  by  night,  after  the  ex- 
^ntien  of  the  first  hoar  after  sunset,  and  before  the  beginning  of  the  first  hour  before  sunrise, 
4id  by  night  then  and  there  nnlawfally  enter  a  eertain  clCse,  Ac.,  with  a  gun,  for  the  purpose 
ef  thea  and  there  taking  and  destroying  game,  contrary  to  the  statute,  Ac,  is  good. 

4.  Qwmrt,  pear  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  and  HUl,  J.,  as  to  the  deoision  in  Fletcher  e.  Calthrop,  6  Q. 
B  8S0  (B.  C.  L.  R.  Tol.  51). 

Wbit  of  error  to  reverse  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Ses- 
sioDs  of  Staffordshire,  bolden  Slst  December,  1860.  The  indictment 
was  as  follows : — 

^Staffordshire,  to  wit.]  The  jurors  for  our  Ladj  the  Queen  r«o/)a 
upon  their  oath  present  that  George  Cureton,  on  the  26th  of  ^ 
Kacember,  A.  d.  1854,  at  Wolverhampton,  in  the  county  of  Stafford, 
was  duly  convicted  before  Henry  Hill,  William  Tarratt,  and  Bichard 
Fowler  Butler,  Esquires,  three  of  Her  said  Majesty's  Justices  of  the 
Peace  for  the  said  county  of  Stafford,  for  that  he  the  said  George 
Coreton,  within  the  space  of  six  calendar  months  then  last  past,  to  wit; 
in  the  night  of  the  18th  December,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  by  night; 
after  the  expiration  of  the  first  hour  after  sunset,  and  before  the  begin- 
ning  of  the  first  hour  before  sunrise,  that  is  to  say,  about  the  hour  of 
five  o^clock  of  the  night  of  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  did  by 
night  then  and  there  unlawfully  enter  a  certain  close  of  land  situate 
in  the  parish  of  Tettenhall,  in  the  said  county  of  Stafford,  in  the  occu^ 
parion  of  the  Lord  Wrottesly,  with  a  gun,  for  the  purpose  of  then  and 
tbere  taking  and  destroying  gBme,  contrary  to  an  Act  passed  in  the 
ninth  year  of  the  reign  of  His  Majestv  King  George  the  Fourth^ 
intitaled  "  An  Act  for  the  more  effectual  prevention  of  persons  going 
armed  by  night  for  the  destruction  of  game ;-'  and  the  said  George 
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Cureton  v«9  thereupon  then  und  (here  «idjtidgdd  for  bis  mii  t4Euu», 
the  same  beiag  hU  first  offence,  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  Qooae  of 
Correction  at  Stafford,  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Stafford,  and  there 
kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  period  of  three  calendar  months,  and  at 
the  expiration  of  such  period  to  find  sureties  by  recognisance,  himself 
in  the  sum  of  lOZ.,  and  two  sureties  in  the  sum  of  51  each,  or  one 
surety  in  the  sum  of  lOt,  conditioned  that  he  the  said  George  Cureton 
should  not  so  offend  again  for  the  space  of  one  year  then  next  follow 
^oiQi  ^^8»  ^^d  in  case  he  should  9ot  fipd  such  sureties  or  surety  as 
J  *aforesaid  that  he  should  be  further  imprisoned  and  kept  to 
hard  labour  for  the  space  of  six  calendar  months,  unless  such  sureties 
or  surety  should  be  sooner  found. 

And  the  jurors,  &c.,  farther  present  that  the  said  Oeorge  Cureton 
afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  27th  of  November,  A.  p.  1868,  at  the  parish 
of  Shiffnal,  in  the  county  of  Salop,  was  duly  convicted  before  St.  John 
Chiverton  Charlton,  Esq.,  and  the  Bey.  George  Whitmore,  clerk,  two 
of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  in  and  for  the  said  county  of 
Salop,  for  that  he,  the  said  Qeorgo  Cureton,  within  six  calendar  month) 
iiext  before  the  making  of  the  information  on  which  tlie  said  convic* 
tion  on  the  27th  of  November,  1858,  was  founded,  to  wit,  pn  the  24th 
of  November  in  the  year  aforesaid,  in  the  night  of  the  same  day,  at 
the  parish  of  Shiffiial,  in  the  said  county  of  Salop,  by  night  unlaw- 
fully did  enter  and  be  in  and  upon  certain  enclosed  land  in  tbe  said 
parish  of  ShiiBfnal,  in  the  occupation  of  William  Henry  Slaiaey,  Eeq^ 
with  certain  instruments  for  the  purpose  of  killing,  taking,  and  de^ 
stroying  game  thereon,  this  being  bis  second  pffence,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  m^e  and  provided ;  and  the  ^id 
jGreorge  Cureton  was  thereupon  then  and  there  adjudged  for  bis  eaid 
offence  to  be  imprisoned  in  the  House  of  Correction  at  Shrewsbury,  in 
the  said  county  of  Salop,  and  there  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  period 
of  six  calendar  months,  and  at  the  expiration  of  such  period  to  find 
sureties  by  recognisance,  himself  in  tbe  gum  of  20^.,  and  two  sureties 
in  tbe  sum  of  102.  each,  or  one  surety  in  the  sum  of  SO/.,  conditioned 
that  he  the  said  George  Cureton  should  not  so  o&nd  again  for  the 
^pace  ol  two  years  then  next  following;  and  it  was  further  adjudged 

*2111  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  George  Cureton,  in  case  he  ''^should  not  find 
^  such  sureties  as  aforesaid,  should  be  forther  imprisoned,  and 
Isept  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  one  year,  unless  such  sureties 
should  be  sooner  found. 

And  the  jurors,  &c.,  do  fhrther  present  that  he  the  said  George 
Cureton  afterwards,  and  after  he  had  been  so  twiee  convicted  as  afore- 
said, and  within  twelve  calendar  months  now  last  past,  to  wit,  on  tbe 
25th  of  November,  A.  n.  1860,  by  night,  to  wit,  about  the  hour  of  two 
o'clock  in  the  night  of  the  same  day,  did  unlawfully  enter  and  be  in 
and  upon  certain  enclosed  land  in  the  parish  of  Oodsall,  in  the  county 
of  Stafford,  in  the  occupation  of  William  Fleming  Fryer,  for  the  pur- 
pose by  night  as  aforesaid  of  therein  taking  and  destroying  game,  and 
was  then  and  there  by  night  unlawfully  in  the  said  land,  with  a  oertaiu 
gun  and  other  instruments,  for  the  purpose  by  night  as  aforesaid  of 
therein  taking  and  destroying  game,  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace,  Ita 

On  thie  indictment  the  defendant  was  convicted  and  sentenced  to 


1 ILLIS,  ISST  A  SKRff.    <|.B.  HI 

ht  imprittmed  mud  k^  to  bard  labour  tm  Ibe  Howe  of  Ooireetioii  for 
nine  calendar  months.  The  grounds  of  error  assigned  vere : — L  Thai 
the  eonirictioa  in  tiie  indictment  raentioDed  of  George  Cureton,  before 
St  John  Chirerton  Charlton,  Esq^  and  Ibe  Eer,  George  Whitmore^ 
clerk,  was  hod  and  iiMuAcient  m  law,  and  showed  no  juriadiotioB  m 
them  to  convict  and  adjudicate  iqKm  him  as  therein  laentioaed. 
3.  That  tiie  oonvietion  in  the  indictment  aaentioned  of  Oeorge  Curoton, 
before  Henry  Bill  William  Tmratt,  and  Richard  Fowler  Botler, 
Saqra.,  was  bad  and  insulBcieBt  in  law.  ^  That  it  did  *not  jm|a 
appear  by  the  rooord  and  indictment  that  (Horge  Cnreton  had  ^ 
been  twice  duly  convicted  before  two  josttces  of  the  peace  of  so  ofiend- 
ing,  as  he  was  in  the  indictment  charged  with  offending  a  third  time, 
4  That  the  indictment  and  the  matter  therein  contamed  were  not 
sufficient  in  law  to  warrant  the  judgment  against  Oeorge  Gnreton  then 
giren,  or  to  eonvict  him  of  the  misdemeanor  aforesaid.  6.  That  by 
the  record  it  appeared  that  judgment  upon  the  indictment  was  givisn 
agaioat  George  Careton  in  form  aforesaid,  whereas  judgment  by  the 
law  of  this  realm  of  England  ought  to  have  been  given  for  him,  ^ 

M.  Maiikews,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error. — The  <)uestion  in  this  etise 
depends  on  the  9  G.  4,  o.  69,  **  For  the  more  eflbctual  prevention  of 
persons  going  armed  by  night  for  the  destruction  of  game."    The  1st 
section  enacts,  f*  If  any  person  shall,"  "  by  night,  unlawfully  take  or* 
destroy  any  ^rae  or  rabbits  in  any  land,  whether  open  or  enclosed, 
or  shall  by  night  unlawfully  enter  or  be  in  any  land,  whether  open  or 
eadosed,  with  any  gun,  net,  engine,  or  other  instrument,  for  tfa^  pur- 
pose of  taking  or  destroying  game,  such  offender  shall,  upon  convic* 
tioQ  thereof  before  two  justices  of  the  peace,  be  committed  for  the  first 
oSbnoe  to  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction  for  any  period  not 
exceeding  three  calendar  months,  there  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour,  and 
at  the  expiration  of  such  period  shall  find  sureties  by  recognisance,** 
''himself  in  10/.,  and  two  sureties  in  61  each,  or  one  surety  in  101^ 
for  his  not  so  oflfending  again  for  the  space  of  one  year  next  following ; 
and  in  case  of  not  finding  such  sureties,  ^hall  be  further  imprisoned' 
and  kept  to  hard  labour  for  the  space  of  six  'calendar  months,   fmi  • 
tioless  such  sureties  are  sooner  found;  and  in  case  such  person  ^ 
shall  so  offend  a  second  time,  and  shall  be  ther^  convicted  before 
two  justices  of  the  peace,  he  shall  be  committed  to  the  common  gaol . 
or  bouse  of  correction  for  any  period  not  exoeeding  six  calendaf , 
months,  there  to  be  kept  to  hard  labour,  and  at  the  expiration  of  such ' 
period  shall  find  sureties  by  recognisance,"  "  himself  m  20/.,  and  two . 
lareties  in  lOL  each,  or  one  surety  in  20/.,  for  his  not  so  oflbnding 
again  for  the  space  cS  two  years  next  following ;  and  in  case  of  not 
finding  such  sureties,  shall  be  further  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard 
labour  for  the  space  of  one  year,  unless  sucn  sureties  are  sooner  found ; 
tnd  in  case  sucn  person  shall  so  offend  a  third  time,  he  shall  be  guilty 
of  a  misdemeanor,  and  being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be  liable,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  Court,  to  be  transported  beyond  seas  for  seven  years, 
or  to  be  imprisoned  and  kept  to  hard  labour  in  the  ooiaau>n  gaol  or^ 
hoaae  of  correction  for  any  term  not  exceeding  two  years.''    In  order 
to  render  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanor  under  this  statute  good,  it 
znust  show  two  previous  valid  convictions  of  the  defendant  by  justiosa^ 
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ef  ike  peace.    Now  both  the  preViotis  convictions  set  out  in  this 
indi(!tment  are  bad. 

Firat,  the  second  conviction  is  not  shown  to  have  been  a  valid  one. 
It  is  ai\  nniversal  rule  that  nothing  is  to  be  intended  in  support  of 
jurisdiction  in  inferior  tribunals^  As,  therefore,  under  this  statute, 
justices  o(  the  peace  have  no  jurisdiction  to  convict  and  sentence  for 
a  second  offence,  unless  it  is  established  before  them  that  the  defend- 
ant has  previously,  been  convicted  under  the  Act,  the  first  conviction 

^2141  ^^^^'^  ^®  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^®  second.  For  all  that  appears  here  the 
^ '  ^former  offence  may  not  have  been  an  offence  under  this  sta- 
tute..:. The  uniform  course  of  pleading  supports  this  view;  and  it  is 
also  confirmed  by  the  6th  section  of  the  statute,  which  gives  the  fol- 
lowing form  of  .conviction:  "Be  it  remembered  that  on,  &c.,  in  the 
county  of,  &;c.,  A.  O.iis  convicted  before  us,  Ac.,  for  that  he  the  said 
J^.  O^idid"  [specify  the  offence,  and  the  time  and  place  when  and  where 
tbe  crime  was  committed,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  on  a  second  convic- 
tion st$te  the  first  conviction,]  "  and  we  the  said  justices  adjudge  the 
said  A.  0.  for  his  said,  offence,"  &o.  In  Regina  v.  Reynolds,  18  L.  J. 
M.  C.  65,  Wightman,  J.,  says,  "It  n\ay,  indeed,  be  argued  that  the 
expression  '  not  to  pffend  iigain,'  may  mean  not  to  offend  again  under 
this  Act ;  but  even  if  that  were  the  true  construction,  it  would  be  met 
by  another  diflSculty, — namely,  that  several  offences,  are  created  by 
the  Act,  and  the  recognisances  ought  to  be  confined  to  this  particular 
offence.  Therefore  the  conviction  being  in  this  form,  it  is  bad ;  and, 
I  think  that  primd  facie,  I  must  assume  that  the  commitment  correctly 
recites  the  conviction."  In  Rex  i;.  Allen,  Russ.  &  Ry.  Gr.  Gas.  513,  a 
conviction  upon  an  indictment  for  k  second  offence  against  42  6.  8,  c. 
107,  s.  2,  by  killing  deer,  was  held  wrong,  for  the  following  reasons : 
-rl-  That  it  vf^B  not  stated  in  the  indictment  that  the  defendant  was 
duly  convicted.  2.  Tnat  he  was  not  duly  convicted,  as  the  convic- 
tion was  in  the  wrong  county.  8.  That  the  conviction  was  of  four 
persons,  whereas  the  indictment  stated  it  as  a  conviction  of  the  de- 
fbadant  only.  [Hill,  J. — ^There  was  a  variance.  Blackburn.  J. — 
Arid  ^the  convicting  justices  were  not  of  the.  proper  county.].  In 
•2151  P^^^y*^^  Convictions,  *p.  216  (4th  ed.),  speaking  of  cases 
r  ,  y  where  A: conviction  is  bad  for  .excess,  it  is  said,  *' In  awarding 
the  punishment,  whether  pecuniary  or  corporeal,  the  magistrate 
ahctutdbe  careful  not  to  Qxcee»d  the  authority  given  him  by  the  sta- 
tute, for  a  conviction,  if  bad  in  part,  is  wholly  bad,  and  in  this  respect 
differs  from  an  order."  And  at  p.  217,  "  Where  a  commitment  under 
^he  Master  and  Servants  Act  (4  G.  4,  c.  84)  required  the  keeper  to 
re»ceive  the  defendant  into  custody,  there  to  remain  and  be  corrected,. 
abd  held  to  hard  labour  for  one  month,  the  Gourt  held  it  to  be  bad  as 
authorizing  a  punishment  not  warranted  by  the  statute,  which  imposes 
only  imprisonment  with  hard  labour.  Wood  v.  Fen  wick,  10  M.  &  W. 
195.  It  was  Bai^, Arguendo  that  correction  was  to  be  understood  of  a 
correction  by  whipping,  and  Lord  Abinger,  G.  B.,  said,  '  It  is  clear  the 
being  "corrected"  means  something  beyond  the  hard  labour,  whether 
by  whipping  or  otherwise,  and  so  is  out  of  the  statute.*  "  [Grohpton, 
J.r~Sunpose  this  conviction  had  been  brought  up  by  certiorari,  we 
might  have  amended  it,  uoder  stat  12  &  IS  Yict.  c.  45,  s.  7,  if.it  had 
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been  shown  to  us  thai  the  justices  had  in  fact  jurisdiction.]    It  is 
only  "  informal"  matter  which  can  be  amended  under  that  Act 

Secondly,  the  offence  created  bj  the  statute  consists  in  entering, 
kc^  land,  "  armed  with  any  gun,  net,  engine,  or  other  instrjmenv' 
for  the  purpose,  &c. ;  whereas  the  second  conviction  only  says  that  that 
defendant  entered  the  land  "with  certain  instruments,"  &c.,  not  speci- 
fying what  they  were,  or  even  that  they  were  **  used"  for  the  purpose 
ot  killing,  &c.,  game.  A  conviction  should  follow  the  statute  oa 
which  it  is  founded,  and  in  some  instances  must  be  even  more  pre^ 
dse  than  the  statute  itself.  K  the  nature  of  the  instrument  had  been 
stated  *in  this  conviction,  the  Court  would  have  been  enabled  rftoi  g 
to  judge  whether  it  was  one  that  could  be  used  for  the  taking  ^ 
or  destruction  of  game.  An  indictment  for  obtaining  money  under 
&l8e  pretences  must  state  what  the  false  pretences  were ;  and  in  Col- 
borne  V,  Stockdale,  1  Str.  493,  it  was  held  that  a  plea,  to  an  action 
on  a  bond,  that  the  consideration  for  it  was  money  won  by  gaming, 
must  set  out  the  game.  [Cockbubn,  C.  J. — Suppose  the  instrument 
had  no  name  7]  Then  it  should  have  been  described  as  an  instrument 
the  name  of  which  was  to  the  jurors  unknown.  [Crompton,  J. — A 
fidse  pretence  must  be  proved  as  laid ;  but  under  this  indictment  the 

Sroof  of  his  having  been  there  with  any  instrument  for  taking  or 
estroying  game  would  be  sufficient.] 

Thirdly,  the  second  conviction  does  not  allege  that  the  defendant 
entered  this  land  for  the  purpose  of  taking  and  destroying  gaiqe 
''by  night"  on  that  land ;  but  only  that  "  by  night"  he  unlawfully  did 
enter,  &c.  This  is  a  departure  from  the  precedents.  Suppose  it 
were  alleged  that  **  A.  B.  went  by  night  into  a  railway  carriage  to  go 
to  Edinburgh ;"  that  would  not  show  that  he  meant  to  reach  Edin- 
bnrgh  '*  by  night"  In  Fletcher  v.  Calthrop,  6  Q.  B.  880  (E.  C.  L.  R. 
vol.  51),  a  conviction  under  this  statute,  stating  that  a  certain  person 
"  did  by  night  unlawfully  enter  certain  enclosed  land,  with  a  net,  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  game,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute."  was 
held  bad  for  not  stating  the  intent  to  be  to  take  game  there.  [Hill, 
J.— I  cannot  understand  Fletcher  v.  Calthrop,  6  Q.  B.  880  (E.  C.  L.  B. 
vol.  51);  and,  with  the  greatest  possible  respect  for  the  Judges  by 
whom  it  was  decided,  I  think  that  if  the  point  in  that  case  ever  arises 
again  it  will  deserve  consideration.  Cockburn,  C.  J. — I  agree  with 
my  brother  Hill.]  In  ♦Davies  v.  The  King.  10  B.  &  C.  89  r^^^», 
(E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  21),  where  an  indictment  under  this  statute  ^ 
alleged  that  certain  persons,  "on,  &c.,  did  by  night  unlawfully  enter 
divers  closes,  &c.,  there  situate,  and  being  in  the  occupation  of  E.  C, 
and  were  then  and  there  in  the  said  closes,  &c.,  armed  with  guns,  &c., 
for  the  purpose  of  then  and  there  destroying  game ;"  it  was  held  bad 
for  not  containing  a  sufficient  averment  that  the  defendants  were  "by 
night"  in  the  closes  armed  for  the  purpose  alleged.  Lord  Tenterdeui 
C.  J.,  in  delivering  judgment,  says,  "  If  the  words  '  by  night'  had 
oxnrred  at  the  beginning  of  the  sentence,  thev  might  have  governed 
the  whole,  or  if  they  had  been  at  the  end  of  the  sentence,  they  might 
have  referred .  to  the  whole,  but  here  they  are  in  the  middle  of  the 
aentence,  and  are  applied  to  a  particular  branch  of  it,  and  cannot  be 
extended  to  that  which  follows." 
Fourthly,  the  first  conviction  is  also  defective :  it  alleges  that  the 
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pBxij  wtm  dnly  co&vieted,  Ao^  "fer  Ihat  he  did  by  niglit  thou 
there  unlawimiy  e&ter  a  oeittdiL  doae  witk  s  gua,  for  the  purpose  of 
then  and  there  taking  asd  destioyiiig  game."  It  ought  to  have 
ararred  that  the  a<^  waa  doM  by  night,  oa  the  particular  eloacL 
Daviea  t;.  The  King  alao  appliei  here. 

Fifthly,  the  first  convietioa  ought  to  have  alleged  the  act  to  hav« 
beeu  done  '*  by  night,"  acooidiag  to  the  definition  of  that  word  in  the 
jtatute:  the  12th  sectioa  of  whidi  euaola :  ^  For  the  purpoaes  of  th« 
Act  the  night  shall  be  considered  and  is  hereby  dedarai  to  oomoienoe 
9lk  the  expiration  of  the  first  hour  after  sunset,  and  to  conclude  at  the 
beginning  of  the  last  hour  before  aunrise.**  The  fixst  conviction  ataies 
the  time  as  ^  after  the  expiration  of  the  first  hour  after  sunset,  and 
*2181  ^^^^  ^^®  beginning  ^of  the  first  hour  before  sunrise/'  a 
^  -I  period  which  is  not  only  a  departure  frpm  the  statute,  but 
impossible ;  for  the  statute  having  spoken  of  the  *'  last  hour  before 
sunrise,"  tfaejirs^  hour  before  sunrise  must  mean  between  midnight 
and  I  A.  X.,  any  time  before  which  on  the  same  day  is  impossiUe. 

A.  Staveley  Mill,  who  i4>peared  fi^  the  Grown,  was  not  called  on. 

OocKBUSir,  C.  J. — Our  judgment  must  be  for  the  defendant  in 
error.  This  indictment  is  in  all  respects  sufficient  The  first  objec- 
tion to  it  is  that  it  does  not  appear  on  the  face  of  the  second  eonvio- 
lion  that  the  defendant  was  convicted  of  a  previous  offence  against 
the  Act ;  but  the  answer  to  that  is  that  in  this  indictment  the  former 
oonvictions  are  not  set  out  in  h»c  verba,  in  the  precise  language  of 
the  convictions  themselves.  In  snch  an  indictment,  all  that  is  neces- 
sary, in  order  to  give  the  Oourt  jurisdiction^  is  to  show  that  theie 
have  been  two  former  convictions  under  the  statute;  and  that  is 
shown  here.  The  indictment  alleges  that  there  had  been  a  conviction 
of  the  plaintiff  in  error  of  an  ofll^ice  within  the  statute;  and  it  then 
goes  on  to  state  that,  before  certain  justices  of  the  peace,  he  was  a 
second  time  convicted  of  an  offence  within  the  atatute,  '*  being  his 
second  offence.^^  Here,  therefore,  are  two  oonvictions ;  and,  the  first 
being  set  out,  and  an  offence  shown  in  the  second,  it  is  clear  there 
was  jurisdiction  in  the  justices  to  convict  and  punish  as  for  a  second 
offence. 

But  even  if  it  were  necessary  to  the  validity  of  this  indiotmenl 
that  the  second  conviction  to  which  it  refers  should  be  set  out  with 
all  technical  strictness,  I  am  not  convinced  that  that  is  not  satisfied 
*2191  ^^  vbat  is  here  stated.  *For  the  statute  says  that  a  person 
-'  who  has  been  convicted  of  an  offence  under  it  is  convicted  a 
second  time,  he  is  liable  to  a  heavier  punishment  than  for  the  previous 
ofience.  And  if  this  second  conviction,  as  here  stated,  were  before 
•  OS  on  the  question  of  its  validity,  seeing  that  the  words  of  the  Act 
are  followed  and  satisfied,  I  am  disposed  to  think  that,  on  the  strictest 
rules  of  construction,  what  is  alleged  in  it  would  be  held  sufficient. 
A  man  is  convicted  on  information  for  a  first  offence ;  then  facts  are 
stated  showing  the  commission  of  a  second  offence,  and  that  certain 
Justices  of  the  peace  convicted  him  on  the  facts  contained  in  the  second 
information,  "  being  his  second  offence."  This  is  the  language  of  the 
conviction,  and  is  the  same  as  that  used  in  the  statute :  and  as  in  the 
statute  the  second  offence  means  an  offence  committed  after  a  fonner 
oonviction,  the  former  conviction  must  be  understood  as  included  in 
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Ae  latter.  I  do  not  know  l^at  ii  is  necesigiary  for  us  to  jgo  this  length 
on  the  present  occasion,  but  I  should  be  readj  to  do  iSO  if  it  ween 
necessary  to  dispose  of  the  questioa  before  us. 

As  to  the  other  (nLe8tion3  raised  by  Mr.  J£atifiew$,  the  authorities 
vhich  he  has  cited  do  not  bear  out  the  objections  he  has  made.  With 
reference  to  the  allegations  of  place  and  time,  the  language  of  thU 
conviction  differs  from  that  in  the  cases  referred  to.  Here  the  exr 
pression  "by  night,"  preceding  the  whole  clause,  quite  cures  the 
difficulty  as  to  tl^  allegation  of  "time"  which  existed  in  those  cases; 
and  the  word  "there"  distinguishes  it  from  those  relating  to  "place.'* 
Then,  as  to  the  objection  to  the  second  conviction,  founded  on  the 

Saendity  of  the  statement  of  the  instrument  used,  when  we  look  at 
e  statute  we  see  that  any  instrument  used  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
OT  destroying  game  is  *wW  it  requires  for  the  offenoe,  and  in  r«o9A 
this  conviction  we  find  it  allegea  that  the  offence  was  com-  *- 
initted  by  night  in  this  land,  with  inatruments,  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  and  destroying  game :  the  latter  words  being  applicable  to  the 
instrument  as  well  as  to  the  presence  of  the  party  gets  rid  of  all 
difficulty. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  indictment  *^ 
veil  drawn,  and  that  our  judgment  must  be  for  the  Grown. 
CaoKFTON,  HiLi^,  and  Blackburn,  Js.,  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown* 


POW  V.  DAVIS.    May  7. 

QrouiidUt9  (ummpHoH  ofauthorilif  4U  ageni. — Dawmgei. 

A.,  proaniag  to  hmre  aaAaiitjr  from  Ibe  oimOTf  of  eertain  prenisei,  f  ranted  a  parol  Imh 
af  thai  for  Mvao  joars  to-  B.,  and  let  hia  into  poneMioa.  Tba  own«r»t  diiarowiag  the  aaiho* 
Tjtjr  of  A.,  damaiided  posaoa<ion  of  the  promi««a  from  B. ;  and,  on  hin  refnaal,  brought  an  c||oet- 
••Bt  agalnit  h)ni.  B.,  relying  on  a  statement  of  A.  that  he  had  authoritj  to  act  at  he  did,  and 
a«t  the  fitment  woold  not  be  persevered  In,  and  alto  on  the  adrlce  of  hit  own  attornej, 
dafraded  the  ^eetment,  bnt  nnsqeoeitfiillj,  and  wae  toroed  ont  of  poteeifion.  B.  having 
kroaght  an  action  against  A.  for  this  false  assamption  of  anthority,  the  Jury  fonnd  that  A.  had 
irtsd  boni  flde  and  witbent  fhmd,  %nd  throagh  a  miMPPrehension  that  he  bad  authority* 
Hald  that  B.  was  not  entitled  to  reooTer  as  damages  against  A.  the  costs  incurred  in  defendinf^ 
tbt  ^tment. 

Thb  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that,  in  consideration 
Aat  the  plaintiff  would  enter  upon  the  possession  of  certain  premises 
It  Peckham  Bje,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  then  late  in  the  occupation 
of  one  George  Peacock,  and  consent  to  take  the  same  as  tenant 
thereof  for  a  certain  term,  to  wit,  of  aeyen  years  from  a  certain  davi 
to  wit,  the  16th  February,  1860,  at  the  rent  of  45/.  per  annum,  the 
deftmdant  then  promised  *the  plaintiff  that  he,  the  defendant,  i-ftooi 
then  had  lawful  power  and  authority  from  the  persons  having  ^ 
the  right  thereto  to  give  the  plaintiff  possession  of  the  premises,  and 
to  agree  to  let  the  same  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  term  and  upon  the 
tenna  aforesaid.  It  then  averrea  that  the  plaintiff  relying  on  the 
defendant's  promise,  did  enter  upon  the  premises  ana  consent  to  take 
the  same  as  tenant  thereof  for  the  term  and  upon  the  terms  afore« 
Md ;  but  that  the  defendant  disregarded  his  promise  in  thi3i  that  h^ 
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had  not  lawful  power  or  authority  from  the  persons  having  the  rigbi 
thereto  to  give  the  plaintiff  possession  of  the  premises,  or  to  agree  to 
let  the  same  for  the  term  and  upon  the  terms  aforesaid ;  whereby  and 
by  reason  of  which  premises  J.  G.  Templeman,  W.  S.  Jay,  and  E.  A. 
Jay,  then  having  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  premises,  after- 
wards recovered  possession  of  the  same,  before  the  expiration  of 
seven  years  from  the  16th  day  of  February,  1860,  in  an  action  of 
ejectment ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  thereby  deprived  of  the  possession 
of  the  premises,  and  became  liable  to  pay  a  large  sum  of  money,  to 
wit,  the  sum  of  41 Z.  25.,  as  and  for  the  damages  and  costs  of  the  said 
J.  G.  Templeman,  &c.,  by  them  recovered  in  that  action ;  and  also 
paid  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  also  incurred  other  great  costs  and 
expenses  in  and  about  defending  that  action,  and  lost  large  sums  of 
money  that  he  had  expended  about  the  repairing  and  improving  the 
premises,  and  was  deprived  of  great  profits  and  advantages  which  he 
would  have  derived  from  the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  was 
otherwise  greatly  injured  and  damnified. 

The  second  count  alleged  that  the  defendant  had  been  intrusted 

•2221  ^'^^  ^^®  ^®y  ^^  *  certain  house  and  *premise8  at  Peckham 
J  Bye,  A;c.,  and  thereupon  the  defendant  did  falsely  and  fraudu- 
lently represent  and  pretend  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  was  authorized 
bv  the  persons  entitled  to  the  house  and  premises  to  give  to  the 
plaintiff  possession  thereof,  and  to  agree  to  let  the  same  for  a  certain 
time,  to  wit,  the  term  of  seven  years,  from  a  certain  day,  to  wit,  the 
16th  February,  1860,  at  the  rent  of  452.  per  annum ;  whereupon  the 

Elaintiff,  then  confiding  in  the  representations  of  the  defendant,  and 
elieving  that  the  defendant  had  such  authority,  &c.,  at  the  request 
of  the  defendant,  agreed  with  the  defendant  to  and  did  enter  into  pos- 
session of,  the  house  and  premises,  and  agreed  to  take  the  same  on 
leiise  for  the  time  and  upon  the  terms  fdbresaid;  whereas  in  truth 
and  in  fact  the  defendant  was  not  then  authorized  by  the  said  persons, 
or  any  person  or  persons  entitled  to  the  premises,  to  give  to  the  plain- 
til  i'  possession  of  the  premises,  or  to  agree  to  let  the  same  for  the  time 
ard  at  the  rent  aforesaid,  as  he  the  defendant  at  the  time  of  his 
m*iking  his  said  false  and  deceitful  representations  well  knew.  It 
then  averred  that,  by  means  of  the  premises,  the  defendant,  at  the 
time  of  making  that  agreement  with  the  plaintiff,  deceived  the  plain- 
tiff; and  afterwards,  and  before  the  expiration  of  seven  years  from 
the  16th  February,  1860,  J.  G.  Templeman,  ice,  recovered  the  pre- 
mises from  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  and  the  plaintiff 
was  thereby  deprived  of  the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  became 
liable  to  pay  a  large  sum  of  monev»  to  wit,  the  sum  of  41^.  2^.,  as  and 
for  the  damages  and  costs  of  J.  G.  templeman,  &c.,  by  them  recovered 
in  the  action ;  and  also  paid  a  large  sum  of  money,  and  also  incurred 
other  great  costs  and  expenses,  in  and  about  defending  that  action, 
*2231  ^^^  *'^^^  large  sums  of  money  that  he  had  expended  about 
-*  the  repairing  and  improving  the  premises,  and  was  deprived 
of  great  profits  and  advantages  which  he  would  have  derived  from 
the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  was  otherwise  greatly  injured  and 
damnified. 

The  third  count  alleged  that  the  defendant  falsely,  fraudulently, 
and  deceitfully  represented  and  pretended  to  and  promised  the  plain:* 
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tiff,  that  aatbority  had  been  giyen  him  bj  certain  persons,  to  wit, 
J.  6.  Templeman,  &c.,  to  let  a  certain  house  and  premises,  &;c.,  for  the 
sam  of  ^L  per  annum ;  whereupon  and  whereby  the  plaintifif,  con« 
fiding  in  the  representation  of  the  defendant,  at  the  suggestion  of  the 
defendant,  was  induced  to  hold  and  retain  possession  of  that  house 
and  premises,  and  to  expend  divers  large  sums  of  money  in  repairing 
and  occupying  the  same,  and  retaining  possession  thereof,  and  at  the 
request  and  suggestion  of  the  defendant,  to  defend  a  certain  action 
which  was  brought  against  him  for  the  recovery  of  the  premises  by 
certain  persons,  to  wit,  the  said  J.  O.  Templeman,  &;c.,  and  who  then 
had  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  house  and  premises ;  whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fact  authority  had  not  been  given  to  the  defendant  by 
the  said  J.  G.  Templeman,  &c.,  to  let  the  house  and  premises  for  the 
said  sum  of  452.  per  annum,  as  he  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  said  representation,  well  knew :  whereby  and  by  means  wherei>f 
the  plaintiff  lost  the  possession  of  the  premises,  and  the  repairs  and 
aU  tne  sums  of  money  he  the  plaintiff  had  expended  in  sucn  repairs ; 
and  also  was  put  to  and  incurred  and  sustained  great  costs  and 
expenses  in  and  about  defending  that  action,  and  judgment  vas 
obtained  against  him  therein,  and  he  was  forced  and  compelled  to  piy 
to  the  ^plaintifib  their  costs  therein,  amounting  to  412.  2a.,  and  rftoo4 
VB8  otherwise  put  to  and  incurred  great  costs,  charges,  and  ^ 
expenses  in  and  about  the  retaining  possession  of  the  house  and 
premises,  and  defending  that  suit. 

There  was  also  a  count  for  money  paid  and  on  accounts  stated. 

The  defendant  pleaded : 

1.  To  the  first  count,  non  assumpsit 

2.  To  the  same  count,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  enter  upon  the 
premises  or  consent  to  take  the  same  as  tenant  thereof,  for  the  term 
and  upon  the  terms  alleged. 

S.  To  the  same  count,  a  traverse  of  the  breach. 

4.  To  the  second  and  third  counts,  not  guilty. 

5.  To  the  second  count,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  agree  with  the 
defendant  to  enter  or  enter  into  possession  of  the  house  and  premises, 
or  agree  to  take  the  same  as  lessee,  for  the  term  or  upon  the  terms 
alleged. 

6.  To  the  third  count,  non  assumpsit. 

7.  To  the  same  count,  a  denial  that  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  hold 
or  retain  possession  of  the  house  and  premises,  or  to  expend  the  said 
sum  of  money  in  repairing  or  occupying  the  same,  or  retaining  pos* 
session  thereof,  or  to  defend  the  action  as  alleged. 

8.  To  the  common  count,  never  indebted. 
Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

At  the  trial,  before  Blackburn,  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings  in  July, 
1860,  it  appeared  that  J.  Ot.  Templeman,  W.  S.  Jay,  and  £.  A.  Jay, 
were  proprietors  of  certain  premises  at  Peckham  Bye,  in  Surrey ;  and 
that  the  uefendant  was  i^  house  agent  and  appraiser,  who,  professing 
to.  act  by  their  authority,  made  a  parol  lease  of  the  premises  to  the 
I^ntiff  for  seven  years,  at  a  yearly  rent  of  467.,  and  put  him  in 
peosession  accordingly*  ^Templeman  and  the  other  two  pro-  rt^^o 
prietors,  however,  disavowed  the  authority  of  the  defendant  to  *• 
loake  the  lease,  demanded  p6ss6ssion  of  the  premises  from  the  plain* 
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tifl^  and,  on  bis  refosal,  broBght  aik  ejeetmenl  agamsl  hint 
ejectment  Ibe  pkintiff,  acting  <m  a  statettetit  of  ike  defendant  that  Im 
had  authorkj  to  aot  as  he  did,  and  that  the  ejeeCment  would  not  be 
persevered  in>  and  also  on  the  adviee  of  his  own  attorney,  defended, 
but  nnsuecessftiltjr,  and  was  tamed  oat  of  possession.  He  then 
brought  the  present  actkyn  against  the  defendant  to  recover  5&2.  29., 
the  amount  of  his  costs  incurred  in  defei^ing  the  ejectment,  and  8/. 
for  certain  repairs  which  he  had  done  to  the  premises  while  in  posses- 
sion. On  this  state  of  things  the  learned  Judge  held  that  the  parol 
lease  was  void  in  law,  and  left  the  case  to  the  jurj ;  who  found  ^t 
the  defendant  had  no  authority  from  the  proprietors  of  these  premises 
to  make  a  lease  of  them,  but  that,  when  he  assumed  that  authority  in 
this  instance  he  acted  bonfi  fide  and  without  fraud,  and  through  a 
misapprehension  that  he  had  authority  r  also  that  the  expenses  of  the 
repairs  were  reasonably  incurred  by  the  plaintiff  in  reliance  on  the 
authority  of  the  defendant  to  m^e  the  lease :  and  that,  in  defending 
the  ejectment,  the  plaintiff  acted  reasonably  under  the  circumstances. 
A  verdict  was  accordingly  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  8L,  with 
leave  to  move  to  increase  it  by  the  other  sum  of  Ml  2b. 

A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  Michaelmas  Term  1860. 

Hawkifu  now  showed  eause. — This  rule  was  granted  on  the  authe- 
rity  of  Cotlen  v.  Wright,  7  E.  &  B.  801  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  90),(a)  where 
it  was  held  that  a  party  who  professes  to  do  an  act  which  he  has  no 
*22A1  ^^^^^^^^7  ^^^  <loi°&  ^  liable  for  any  damage  caused  to  ^another 
^  party  by  that  assumption  of  authority.  But  it  is  a  principle 
of  law  that  damages  must  be  the  natural,  ordinary,  and  probable 
result  of  the  wrongful  act,  which  the  damages  here  are  not.  For, 
even  if  the  defendant  had  atithority  to  make  a  lease,  inasmuch  as  the 
parol  lease  for  seven  years  which  he  made  was  void  by  the  Statute 
of  Frauds,  29  G.  2,  c.  3,  ss.  1  and  2,  for  not  being  in  writing,  and  by  stat. 
8  A;  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  8,  for  not  being  by  deed,  the  plaintiff  was  merely 
a  tenant  at  will,  and  had  no  defence  to  the  gectment :  Drury  v.  Mac- 
namara,  5  E.  h  B.  612  (B.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  86).  His  only  remedy  was  by 
application  to  a  Court  of  equity  to  compel  the  owners  of  the  land  td 
perform  the  contract  of  their  agent. 

if.  Chambers  and  Dotodesivell,  in  support  of  the  rule. — In  defending 
the  ejectment  the  plaintiff  did  nothing  more  than  a  reasonable  man 
would  have  done.  At  all  events  he  did  it  by  the  advice  of  the  de- 
feiidant,  who  was  liaUe  to  him  in  consequence ;  Williams  v.  Burrel)^ 
1  G.  B.  402  (E.  C.  L.  &  vol.  50);  BIyth  v.  &»ith,  6  Man.  &  G.  405  (B. 
C.  L.  R.  vol.  44). 

CooKBURN,  G.  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. It  appears  to  me  clear  that  the  damage  which  has  accrued 
to  the  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  costs  incurred  in  defending  the  eject- 
ment tiiat  was  brought  against  him,  is  not  a  matter  to  vrfaieh  the  war* 
ranty  given  him  by  the  defendant,  in  respect  of  which  he  is  called  M 
to  indemnify  the  plaintiff,  extends.  That  warranty  was  that  the  de» 
fendant  had  authority  to  bind  his  alleged  principals,  the  owners  of 
eertain  premises,  by  an  agreement  entered  into  by  him  with  the  piMi* 
tiff  that  the  owners  should  grant  to  the  plaintiff  a  lease  for  sevaH 
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attd  in  *tke  bmis  Iqm  dMt  hBr  ttie  defettdaii%  on  tiieir  r*wr 
t,  bad  »«tIM>li^r  to  penail  the  ^aindiif  to  enter  into  pos-  '- 
aeasioik  Tlie  j«ry  b«ve  negatiTed  the  anllhority  of  the  defendant  to 
ad  as  he-  did ;  but  we  xauat  consider  the  eme  as  though  he  had  that 
aethoritj,  and  then  see  whether,  even  theii>  hie  principals  vfcmld  have 
been  prerented  from  nainteiniii^  thw  ejeetaftent^  We  shall  then  b9 
able  to  solve  the  qnestieo  whether  the  defendant  is  liable  for  the 
exercise  of  that  authoritj  whidi:  he  assniMd  to  bare,  bnt  which  iti; 
fiict  did  not  exist. 

It  is  clear  what  wonid  have  been  the  position  of  the  plaintiff  if  the' 
defendant  had  that  authority.  The  law  is,  that,  in  order  to  make  an 
agreement  for  a  seven  years^  lease  operative,  there  must  be  a  deed 
under  seal,  which  was  totally  wanting  in  this  case,  and  therefore  if 
the  plaint^  had  been  let  into  possession  nnder  snch  cfrcumstanees, 
he  would  have  been  no  more  than  i^  tenant  at  will,  liable^  like  eveiy 
sQch  tenant)  to  have  the  will  determined,  and  ejectment  brought 
against  him.  And  his  only  remedy,  in  the  ev«nt  of  snch  a  contin* 
graey,  would  have  been  by  having  msourse  to  a  Court  of  equity  to 
enforce  the  contract  by  erdering^  tl^  execution  of  the  necessary  legal 
doGuraents.  Supposing;  therefore,  the  defendamt  had,  to  the  Ailt  ex- 
lent,  the  authority  under  which  he  professed  to  act,  although  the  plain- 
tiff might  have  gone  into  equity  to  enforce  the  contract  in  its  terms^ 
ke  would  have  he&n  unprotected  against  an  action  of  ejectment,  if  tiie 
ewners  of  the  property  had  thought  proper,  contrary  to  equity  wad 
justiee,  to  bring  one  against  him. 

That  being  the  state  of  things,  and  those  the  consequences  that 
would  have  followed  if  the  defeiraant  had  the  authority  which  he  held 
himself  out  as  haring,  it  is  contended  that,  when  it  tamed  out  that  he 
bad  not  *that  authority,  he  became  Kable  to  all  the  conse-  r«29g 
^ueaces  that  would  flew  naturally  fVoiin  the  act  he  did,  just  aa  '- 
Mis  principals  would  have  been  liable  if  he  had  made  this  agreemesi 
with  their  sanction  and  authority.  The  plaintiff  cannot  be  in  a  better 
potittott  than  he  would  have  been  wader  those  circumstances.  Be 
would  have  been  entitled  to  go  to  equity  to  restrain  the  ejectment^ 
and  should  liave  done  so  on  this  occasion,  and  if  defeated  in  equity, 
woald  have  been  entitled  to  hold  the  defendant  responsible  for  what 
liad  taken  place.  Instead  of  that  he  defends  the  ejectment,  which  he 
eould  not  have  done  even  if  the  defendant  had  full  authority  to  act 
ts  he  did.  Can  he,  then«  hold  the  defendant  respon^ble  for  the  enth 
ieeoa  course  he  has  himself  adopted?  No.  It  is  clear  that  the 
ejectment  was  wholly  incapable  of  oeing  defended,  and  that  that  was 
a  matter  which  any  one  (certainly  any  one  conversant  with  the  law) 
ought  to  have  known.  Then,  however,  it  is  said  the  defendant  mis- 
led the  plaintiff  by  opening  out  to  him  the  prospect  that  if  he  resisted 
the  action  of  ejectment  the  owners  would  not  go  on  with  it.  That 
was  very  bad  advice,  and  the  plaintiff  must  very  soon  have  fbwMl 
ont  that  it  was  based  altogether  in.  error.  But  the  question  we  ha^e 
to  solve  is  whether  the  consequential  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  for  whiek 
he  now  seeks  compensation  in  damages,  is  comprehended  in  and 
naturally  flows  out  of  the  warranty  given  by  the  defendant.  For  the 
reasons  already  stated,  I  think  not. 

It  is  urged  that,  in  defending  the  ejectment,  the  plaintiff  acted  as  a 
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xeasonable  man  would  have  done,  and  that  the  jaiy  have  so  found/ 
but  they  have  done  so,  I  think,  upon  by  no  means  sufficient  grounds^ 
If  the  plaintifif  acted  on  the  advice  of  the  defendant,  I  do  not  think 
MOQ-1  *it  was  a  reasonable  course ;  but  it  appears  that  he  also  con- 
-I  suited  his  own  attorney,  and  the  attorney  took  an  erroneous 
yiew  of  his  position.  Can  it  be  said  that  a  man  is  entitled,  under 
those  circumstances,  to  call  on  another  person  to  indemnify  him  against 
the  consequences  in  a  matter  on  which  he  was  bound  to  exercise  his 
own  discretion  ?  It  may  be  urged  that  a  reasonable  man  should  fol* 
low  the  directions  of  his  legal  adviser, — a  proposition  true  as  regards 
his  own  conduct,  but  not  applicable  so  as  to  render  other  persons  liable. 
The  plaintiff  here  took  a  wrong  course — it  may  be  under  the  bad 
advice  of  the  defendant ;  but  that  advice  he  was  by  no  means  bound 
to  follow.  Where,  indeed,  a  person  warrants  to  another  that  he  h^A 
title  or  authority  to  do  some  act,  he  is  liable  to  that  person  if  tic 
warranty  fails.  If,  then,  that  person  defends  an  action  at  the  instance 
of  the  person  who  gave  the  warranty,  though  that  defence  may  ni  't 
be  successful,  and  the  action  may  possibly  have  been  one  which  no 
man  conversant  with  law,  or  alive  to  the  value  of  facts,  would  have 
defended,  still,  as  that  was  done  by  the  sanction  and  authority  of  the 
person  who  gave  the  warranty,  it  may  well  be  said,  as  indeed  tlie 
authorities  which  have  been  cited  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  show,  that 
the  party  who  thus  stood  between  the  two  litigants,  is  liable  to  the 
one  in  the  event  of  the  defence  failing.  But  his  liability  is  always 
co-extensive  with  the  warranty  which  has  been  given,  and  here  the 
defence  of  the  ejectment  was  beyond  the  warranty. 

Crompton  and  Blaci^ubn,  Js.,  concurred. 

Hill,  J.,  had  left  the  Court*  Bule  discharged. 

See  the  Amerioan  cases  cited  io  the  covenants  of  warranty  in  regard  to.  real 

note  to  Gollen  v.  Wright,  8  E.  &  B.  estate.    See  cases  cited  in  Rawle  on 

647,  as  to  the  personal  liability  of  an  Covenants,  3d  ed.,  98.     Whether  it  is 

ligent  who  exceeds  or  mistakes  his  an-  necessary  for  this  purpose  to  show  that 

thority ;  and  in  addition  thereto,  Tay-  notice  to  defend  the  former  suit  had 

lor  V,  Shelton,  80  Conn.  128,  which  been  given  to  the  warrantor,  is  a  ques- 

tends  to  show  that  no  such  liability  tion  on  which  the  language  at  least  of 

exists,  except  in  cases  of  fraud  or  mis- '  the  authorities  is  somewhat  at  variance, 

tepresentation.     And  see  also  Hege-  The  better  opinion  would  seem  to  be 

man  v.  Johnson,  35  Barb.  200.  that  its  absence  only  throws  on  the 

On  an  ordinary  warranty  in  sales  of  plaintiff  the  burthen  of  showing  that 

personal  property,  the  costs  of  a  pre-  the  costs  were  occasioned  by  a  defence 

vious  action  may  in  general  be  recov-  reasonably  taken :  Id. ;  Morris  v.  Row- 

ered:  Blasdale  v,  Babcock,  1  Johns,  an,  2  Harris.  (N.  J.)  304.     If  the  de- 

517  ;   Coolidge  v.  Brigham,  5  Meto.  fence  were  unreasonable  or  useless,  of 

68 ;  Reggie  v.  Braggiotti,  7  Cush.  172 ;  course  he  could  have  no  remedy :  Brew 

Armstrong  v.  Perry,  5  Wend.  535 ;  v,  Towle,  10  Fost  687. 
ind  the  same  rule  applies  b  notions  on 
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AMi€ndmeni. — Appearance  hy  guardian. — Practice. 

iStiu  Um  plaintiff,  in  a  mom  in  whioh  th«  defendnnt  appeared  by  attorney,  bad  lig^ed  jadg- 
wmi,  proeacdinga  in  anror  were  taken  bj  tbe  defendant^  on  the  ground  that»  being  an  infant, 
be  ottghi  to  hare  appeared  bj  guardian :  Held,  that  the  Court  liad  no  power,  either  under  tbe 
Oonmon  Law  Procedure  Act,  1852  (15  A  16  Viet.  e.  76),  leot.  222,  or  otherwise,  to  amend  the 
prooMdingi,  bj  alleging  an  appearance  by  guardian ;  but  that  they  had  power  to  let  them 
tride,  and  ocdar  the  defendant  to  appear  by  guardian. 

This  was  an  action  for  debauching  M.  C,  the  daughter  and  servant 
of  the  plaintiff  to  which  the  defendant  appeared  hy  attorney,  and 
pleaded  Not  guilty,  with  a  traverse  of  M.  C.  being  servant  of  the  plain- 
tiff  The  cause  having  been  tried,  the  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict  for 
50^.  After  costs  had  been  taxed  and  judgment  signed,  proceedings  in 
error  were  taken  by  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that  he,  being  an 
infant,  should  have  appeared  by  guardian,  and  not  by  attorney.  It 
appeared  by  the  affidavits  that  the  plaintiff  had  taken  steps  in  this 
cause  after  the  fact  of  the  defendant's  infancy  was  made  known  to 
bim. 

R.  G,  Williams,  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  obtained,  in  the  present 
Term,  a  rale  to  show  cause  "  why  the  appearance  in  the  action  should 
not  be  amended  by  the  defendant  appearing  by  guardian  within  six 
days;  or,  in  default  thereof,  why  the  plaintiff  might  not  assign  John 
Doe  as  the  defendant's  guardian ;  and  amend  the  appearance  as  an 
appearance  by  guardian ;  and  why  the  pleas  and  other  proceedings 
should  not  be  amended  '^accordingly,  and  why  the  defendant  r«nqi 
should  not  pay  the  costs,  &c.,  and  why  all  proceedings  in  error  ^ 
should  not  be  stayed,  &c.''  A  Judge  at  Chambers  had  refused  to 
interfere. 

Milward  now  showed  cause. — The  object  of  this  application  is  to 
deprive  the  defendant  of  the  benefit  of  his  proceedings  in  error.  No 
such  application  has  ever  been  entertained,  unless  where  collusion  oi 
concealment  was  shown.  The  plaintiff  here  was  in  fault  in  taking 
steps  after  he  heard  that  the  defendant  was  an  infant.  [Cockbubn, 
C.  J. — There  is  a  case  of  Shipman  v.  Stevens,  2  Wils.  50,  where  a 
statutable  appearance  had  been  entered  for  the  defendant,  who  after- 
wards plead^  by  attorney,  and,  when  the  cause  was  coming  on  for 
trial,  it  was  discovered  that  the  defendant  was  an  infant,  whereupon 
the  plaintiff  did  not  proceed  to  trial,  but  moved  to  strike  out  the 
appearance  and  oblige  the  defendant  to  appear  and  plead  by  guardian, 
&c^  and  amend  the  record.  It  appeared,  also,  that,  after  plea,  the 
attorney  for  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendant  was  an  infant. 
There  the  Court  said:  "  The  plaintiff's  attorney  ought  to  have  applied 
to  the  defendant  to  name  a  guardian ;  and,  if  he  did  not  do  so  in  six 
days,  then  plaintiff  ought  to  have  applied  to  the  Court  to  oblige  him 
ao  to  do ;  and  it  was  the,  plaintiff's  attorney's  own  fault  to  proceed 
erroneously,  although  no  notice  had  been  given  to  him  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  of  full  age ;  and  if  the  plaintiff  had  proceeded  to  judgment, 
and  error  had  been  brought,  and  afterwards  the  plaintiff  had  moved 
here  to  have  made  the  record  right,  this  Court  would  not  have  done 
it."   The  Court  accordingly  directed  the  defendant  to  plead  by 

1.,  B.  4  s.,  VOL.  I. — 10 


A 


jitl  CAbR  ».  COOPER.    E.  T.  1861. 

y^Qoi  g^i&rdian  *in  six  days,  and  the  record  to  be  made  agreeably 
J  thereunto.  Hill,  J. — In  order  to  prevent  further  expense  we 
^^ght  to  set  aside  the  ik^^arance  and  all  subsequent  proceedings,  bat 
without  oosts,  as  the  plaintiff  did  not  oome  8o6n  enough  after  he  dis- 
covered the  false  step.]    There  e^n  be  no  objection  to  that. 

JR.  0.  Williams^  contrJL — ^The  makifig  this  rule  absolute  ift  ilfl  ItertM 
will  not  deprive  the  ^defendant  of  hte  !fight  to  plt>ceed  in  error.    The 
fake  step  which  readers  this  tule  necessary  waS  the  wrongful  act  of 
the  defendant,  i^ot  of  the  plaintiiSl    t*he  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1852  (15  &  16  Yict.  c.  76),  sect.  222,  enables  the  C!ourt  to  amend  in 
cases  like  the  present.    In  Wilkinson  v.  Sharlatid,  11  Exch.  83,t  it 
irtA  held  that  amendment  undet  that  Act  tnay  be  made  after  proceed- 
ings in  error  have  beeii  eommenced.    Parke,  B.,  there  says :  "  t  think 
that  we  ought  to  e^ttend  the  'powei*  o'f  amendment  as  far  as  we  reason- 
ably can,  in  order  to  prevent  patties  ftrofcn  beitig  tripped  up  by  technical 
Sections."    "[CookbubK,  X).  J. — We  quite  agree  with  that ;  and  if 
anythilig  erroiieotts  appeared  on  this  frecbrd  we  could  correct  ft.    But 
the  objection  here  is  not  founded  on  any  mere  erroneous  statement  or 
technical  inaccutacy,  and  is  sucfh  that  we  cannot  make  the  correction 
consistently  with  truth.    The  whole  suit  has  been  conducted  without 
the  interveoitioa  of  any  guardian  of  the  defendant,  and  tiow  you  want 
tis  to  put  on  the  recoid  an  allegation  that  it  "was  conducted  by  guar- 
dian.]   In  Goodright  v.  Wright,  1  Str.  88,  after  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff  in  ejectment,  tlie  defendant  delivered  into  Court  a  writ  of 
error  assigning  his  infancy  for  eriror,  but  the  Court  refused  to  allow 
*2^31  ^    *[BLACKBURi5r,  J. — ^That  was  the  case  of  nn  ejectment 
-I  Crompton,  J. — ^Ejectment  being  a  mere  creaiture  of  the  Court, 
the  Court  cotild  do  with  it  as  they  pleased.    Hill,  J. — ^The  Lord 
Chief  Justice  there  says :  "  The  defendant  ought  not  to  be  allowed  to 
assign  this  error  in  ejectment,  for  he  comes  in  of  his  own  accord,  and 
prays  to  be  made  defendant,  Which  the  plaintiff  cannot  oppose.    Thi^ 
is  an  abuse  upon  the  Cotirt,  and  the  attorney  ought  to  be  committed." 
In  the  same  volume,  p.  445,  there  is  also  a  case  of  Power  v.  Jones  on 
this  subject.] 

COCKBUBK,  C.  J.-^We  have  no  power  to  do  what  is  here  iasked. 
There  is  no  longeir  any  real  distinction  between  appearance  by  guard- 
ian and  appearance  by  attorney,  and  it  would  be  fkr  better  that  the 
useless,  idle  lawtsreating  that  distinction  should  be  repealed  than  that 
we  should  place  an  untruth  on  our  records. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring: 

Bule  absolxrte  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  subsequent  to  the 
appearance ;  the  defendant  to  appear  by  guardian  within 
BIZ  dttys. 
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ZWILCnS3(!BABT  wd  Others  p.  ALEXANDER  mi  Otiaan^. 

[July  7,  J860.] 

fai4ar.|ni4  Fifndte. — iktg^eeiiqn/^  goods  on  dditery.-r-DuUef  ofhn^  mi\i  y* 

Mpphg  ogeiU^  nngljf  and  combined. 

tbM  jABfiwdMrfyiawPchapM  sod  ihipltrokera^At  BrlBiol,  who  lui4  before  aet«l  u  agenUfc^thf 
Ikinlttf,  BorobaotP  M  Lirorpool,  in  shij>piiig  irooy  offend  to  them  lome  "  good  o\d  eerap 
boB*  beloiigiiig  to  Q.  {for  whom  they  were  also  Aoting  m  broken),  epeeifylng  the  desoriptiTe 
Reality  «ad  prioi  pf  ihe  iron.  Th«  |ilaiiii(tfi.uked  Jar  an  offer  of 4so8t. and  Anight  Hcom  Bj^iatol 
t»  fietleffduq»  and  a  Arther  deooriptlefi  mi  the  IroB.  Th«  4(Bfeadiuit«  wrote  ^and  gM(a  .Ihfi 
^••Bnptioa;  and  altarwvdi  wrote  naming  f  jh^p^  and  the  nto  of  fte^ht  The  platntilQi 
•gned  to  jtnnhaae  the  iron  at  the  prioe  proposed^  bat  objected  to  the  ihip ;  ^nd  the  iron  wa^ 
wbwqnentlj  ihipped  at  Bristol  on  board  another  ahSp,  chartered  bj  tha  defendants  on  bdtalf 
«r  plainlifi.  The  aeld  note  for  the  icon,. aent  hj  the  defendants,  was  signed  bjr  0.«.and  Jtatefi 
the  inn  to  be  "aoldK'  to  the  defeBdaats  **^fw  Ibeir  principals/'  and  to  be  '^weij^ed  ^nd4f»ll- 
lend  alongaida  a.Teaad  or  ..'imssels/'  The  defendants  .receirad  ao  nmnneration  fint^m  the 
pUiatiSi,  bni.reeeiTed  commission  from  0.  and  from  the  ownen  pf  the  ship.  The  iron  afterwards 
taracd  oat  to  be  of  a  mneh  inferior  qnality  to  thait  agreed  opon.  In  an  action -by  the  plaintiifB 
sgaiast  the  dafimdanta  for  negligenoe  inaceeptiagand  shipping  at  Bristol,  and  paying  0..!bi^ 
Ilea  af  thad  iaferior.fiB^ty :  field,  by  the  Coi^t  of  .Qnean's  Bench^  tl^at  th«  defendants  tfnp 
act  liable:  that  they  aat«fd  in  tbo  t^aniaetiiM)  in  two  eapaeities,  ris.,  as  broken  .be0re«n  the 
plaiatilEa  aod  0.,  in  negotiating  the  sale  of  the  ifon;  .and,  sabseqnently,  as  agents  for  plaintifii 
in  reeetTing  and  forwarding  the  iron :  that  the  two  retainen  wen  distinct;  and  that,  as  Aip- 
ping  agtats  ander  the  latter,  the  deftndaals  were  not  bodnd,  and  had  no  authority,  in  the 
rtewanaefany  asaga  lo  that.efie«t,  ^  aeeepitfQr  r^^ct,  on  behalf  of  the.  plain  tiffs,  on  its  arrfcr^ 
at  Bnalol,  the  imn  of  whioh  they  hfA  pasTioosly^  /is  i^rokav  only,  neigotiated  the  panhase. 

. Jiadgnent  affirm^  Ifk  the  Kaeheqncr  Ghfmber* 

'The  decluFstian  stated  that,  befoce  and  at  Abe  time  of  makiag  the 
fffomises  tbereinafter  mentioned,  piiontifb  yr«tre  mercliaots  atjjiyer- 
pool,  and  defendants  were  agents  at  Bristol,  and  were  employed,  to 
wit,  by  one  H.  Qatway,  as  bis  i^ents,  to  sell  for  him  from  180  to  20Q 
ions  of  WTOttghi  handpieked  scrap  iron  (composed  of,  principally, 
Bat'Uon,.a;xIes,  tiras,  sbip  boks,  araifsiand  boiler  plates,  &c.),  at  |U.:12«. 
6d.  per  ion,  lor  certain  reward,  frtxa  tbe  said  H.  Oatway  to  them,  ap 
MdiageolB  kk  that  .behalf,  where<>f  jplaintiffi  had  notice;  and  there- 
npon,  in  consideration  that  ;plftiittiflB  would  purchase  sack  iron  iitwi 
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1(0.,  tbat  may  be  incurred  in  consequence  of  the  iron  (as  is  alleged) 
not  proving  to  be  as  described  in  tbe  contract,  a  copy  of  which  we 
sent  you  on  the  18th  June."  The  plaintiffs  then  wrote  to  state  that 
they  should  hold  the  defendants  responsible;  and  the  defendants 
replied,  repudiating  any  responsibility  in  the  matter. 

The  defendants  received  no  brokerage  or  remuneration  from  the 
plaintiffs  in  the  course  of  the  transaction,  but  they  received  a  com- 
mission of  IZ.  60.  per  cent,  calculated  upon  the  invoice  price  of  the 
iron,  from  Oatway,  which  was  paid  by  him  to  the  defendants  by  their 
deducting  it  from  the  invoice  price  transmitted  through  them.  The 
defendants  also  received  a  commission  of  bl.  per  cent,  from  the  owners 
of  The  Sophie,  on  the  charter  freight  of  the  iron  to  Rotterdam,  which 
commission  was  paid  them  by  the  master. 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  plainti£&'  case  the  defendants'  counsel 
submitted  that  there  was  no  case  to  go  to  the  jury  in  support  of  the 
contract  alleged.  The  Lord  Chief  Justice  held  that  there  was ;  and 
a  verdict  was  found  for  the  plaintiff,  leave  being  reserved  to  move  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  if  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
should  be  of  opinion,  on  the  evidence,  that  the  case  ought  to  have 
been  withdrawn  from  the  jury. 

Montague  Smith,  in  last  Hilary  Term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accord- 
ingly. 

•2441  Mellish  and  Oromptan  Sutton  showed  cause.(a) — ^If  ♦the  de- 
-l  fendants  were  the  agents  of  the  plaintifis  for  the  purpose  of 
accepting  the  iron,  they  are  liable  for  not  exercising  due  care  in 
accepting  it.  Now  the  jury  have  found,  as  a  fact,  that  the  defendants 
were  the  plaintiff'  agents  for  that  purpose.  That  finding  was  con- 
sistent with  the  evidence  furnished  by  the  correspondence  with  respect 
to  the  usual  course  of  dealing  in  transactions  of  this  kind ;  and  the 
actual  contract,  created  by  those  letters,  clearly  made  the  defendants 
responsible,  not  merely  for  the  delivery  and  the  shipping  of  the  iron, 
but  for  its  being  of  the  proper  description  and  quality.  Their  duties, 
were,  in  fact,  to  include  all  that  the  plaintiffs  would  otherwise  have 
had  to  do  at  Bristol ;  and  it  was  in  consideration  of  the  defendants 
doing  this,  that  the  plaintiff,  who  would  otherwise  have  had  to  go  to 
Bristol  and  inspect  the  iron  themselves,  employed  the  defendants. 
[CocKBURN,  C.  J. — The  plaintiff  might  have  employed  another 
person  to  examine  the  iron,  and  might  have  employed  the  defendants 
merely  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and  shipping  it.]  The  inference 
is  the  other  way :  if  the  defendants  were  to  do  all  that  was  to  be  done 
at  Bristol,  the  examination  of  the  iron  would  be  part  of  their  busi- 
ness. [CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — ^The  defendants  get  no  commission  from 
the  plaintiffs.]  Their  commission  is  from  the  vendors  upon  the  sale, 
and  from  the  owner  of  the  ship  upon  the  shipment ;  but  the  defend- 
ants are  not  the  less  retained  for  reward  by  the  plaintiffs ;  the  employ- 
ment which  the  plaintiffi  agree  to  give  the  defendants,  in  considera- 
tion of  their  agreement  to  receive,  examine,  and  ship  the  iron,  is  an 
employment  for  remuneration,  though  the  remuneration  produced  by 
it  is  paid  by  other  parties.    Then,  being  so  employed  as  agents,  the 

(o)  Friday,  May  tithf  and  Mondij,  May  28tL.    Before  Cockbarn,  C.  J.,  Wightman,  Cromp- 
U^  and  Blaekbom,  Js. 
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defendants  were  bound  to  examine  the  iron  before  ""accepting  ^11045. 
and  shipping  it.  They  had  placed  themselves,  as  the  plaintiffs'  '- 
agents,  in  the  position  of  the  plaintiflEs  themselves,  as  regarded  the. 
acceptance  of  the  iron ;  and  thej  were  bound  to  exercise  that  right,, 
which  the  plainti£&  would  clearly  have  had  and  exercised  if  they  had. 
been  acting  for  themselves,  of  examining  the  iron  upon  delivery,  and, 
before  any  act  of  dominion  had  been  exercised  over  it  by  them,*  so  as 
to  be  able  to  reject  it  if  it  were  not  that  which  was  contracted  for., 
The  plaintiff,  through  the  defendants'  want  of  care,  lost  their  power 
of  rejecting.  [Cogkbubn,  G.  J. — ^That  would  have  happened  even 
if  they  had  employed  the  defendants  only  to  ship.]  The  defendants 
chose  to  agree,  in  effect,  that  they  would  take  the  plaintiff'  place  for 
the  purpose  of  accepting  the  iron :  they  are  therefore  liable  for  want 
of  care  in  accepting.  [Gockbubn,  C.  J. — ^You  must  bring  to  their 
knowledge  the  terms  of  the  contract.]  It  is  clear  that  they  had  such. 
knowledge ;  and  that  the  inferiority  of  the  iron  was  such  as  they 
could  not  have  &iled  to  perceive  on  inspection.  [They  were  then 
stopped  by  the  Court.] 

Monloffue  Srmth  and  Karslake,  contri. — The  contract  alleged  in  the 
declaration  was  not  proved.  The  defendants  did  not  undertake  to  see 
that  the  iron  forwarded  by  Oatway  was  of  the  proper  quality.  They 
acted,  in  the  first  instance,  as  brokers  for  the  sale  of  the  iron,  and, 
Bobsequently)  as  the  plaintiff'  agents  in  receiving  and  forwarding  the 
iron  so  sold ;  but  they  did  not  undertake  to  be  answerable  for  its> 
quality.  They  had  no  power  to  reject  it;  although  a  rejection  by 
them  would,  of  course,  have  been  good  if  the  plaintiffs  had  afterwards 
latified  it.  [Wiohtman,  J. — Were  the  defendants  bound  to  receive, 
irhatever  Oatway  chose  to  send?  Gockbubn,  G.  J. — Even  *if  r#Q4«' 
what  was  sent  were  such  as  they  knew  that  the  plaintiSs  would  ^ 
not  have  accepted?]  The  defendants  did  not  contract  with  the  plain- 
tifiEs  to  €uxepi  at  all.  The  fallacy  of  the  argument  on  behalf  of  the 
riaintifis  consists  in  assuming  that  the  defenaants  contracted  to  accept. 
The  retainer  of  the  defendants  by  the  plaintifGa  was  two  fold ;  one,  as 
brokers  between  Oatway  and  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  sale  of  the  iron ; 
the  other,  as  agents  of  the  plaintiffi»,  to  charter  a  ship  and  ship  the 
iron:  so  that  they  were,  after  the  iron  had  been  purchased,  merely  in. 
the  position  of  shipping  agents  for  the  plainti^,  and  were  not,  as 
such,  bound  to  see  that  the  iron  shipped  corresponded  with  the  iron 
purchased  by  them  in  their  previous  capacity  of  brokers;  a  relation 
which  ended  upon  the  purchase  of  the  iron. 

UelUih  and  OrompUm  HutUm  [called  upon  by  the  Gourt]. — There  was 
one  continuous  retainer  of  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiffs.  The  de- 
fendants were  aware,  from  the  first,  that  the  receiving  and  inspection 
of  the  iron  were  part  of  the  duties  for  the  performance  of  which  they 
were  originally  retained.  The  words  "  weighed  and  delivered"  in  the  ' 
sold  note,  are  strongly  in  &vour  of  this  inference.  As  to  the  power 
to  reject,  it  is  clear  that  the  defendants  were,  by  the  contract,  to  repre- 
lent  the  plaintiffs  at  Bristol  for  all  purposes :  and,  as  representing  the 
plaintifib,  the^  were  not  precluded,  by  the  mere  receipt  of  the  iron, 
from  inspecting  it,  and  rejecting  it  if  it  was  not  of  the  quality  con« 
tracted  for:  Street  v.  Blay,  2  B.  &  Ad.  456  (£.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  22). 

Cur.  adv..  tmft. 
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M471  *CooKBURK,  C.  J.,  now  doKyeted  the  judgmeat  of  ihe  CoiiPt. 
-I  The  question  in  this  case  was,  whether  the  defendants^  mer^ 
chants  at  Bristol,  who  bad  acted  as  brokers  for  the  plainti£&,  who  are 
merchants  at  Liverpool,  as  purchasers,  as  well  aa  for  the  seller,  a  mar* 
chant  at  Bristol,  in  the  sale  of  a  quantity  of  scrap  iron  of  a  quality 

rified  in  the  contract,  and  also  as  the  agents  of  the  plaintiffii  in 
^  ping  the  iron  for  the  continent,  were  liable  to  the  plaintiffii  for 
accepting  and  shipping  such  iron,  ii  being  an  ascertained  fact  that 
the  iron  was  so  far  inferior  in  quality  to  the  description  specified  in 
the  contract  as  that,  if  the  duty  of  seeing  to  its  quality  attached  to 
the  defendants,  they  had  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  accepting  it 

It  appeared  that  the  defendants  had  written  to  the  plaintiflfs  propoainfl 
to  them  to  purchase  the  iron  in  question,  describiqg  it  as  of  a  specified 
quality.  The  plaintifib  answered,  desiring  to  have  an  oflbr  of  oost 
and  freight  to  Rotterdam.  To  this  the  defendants  replied,  stating  the 
price,  but  also  stating  their  inability  to  make  an  oflBer  as  to  freight,  as 
they  had  then  no  ship  available,  but  expressing  their  conviction  that 
they  should  shortly  be  able  to  find  a  ship.  Subsequently,  and  before 
the  plaintiflb  had  closed  with  the  oflEer,  the  defendants  again  wrote, 
proposing  a  ship  for  the  conveyance  of  the  iron.  The  plainti£Bi,  in 
answer,  accepted  the  purchase,  but  obieoted  to  the  particular  ship,  as 
too  small  to  take  the  whole  cargo ;  desiring  the  defendants  to  look  out 
for  another.  Hereupon  the  defendants,  as  agents  for  both  parties, 
entered  into  and  accepted  the  contract  of  sale,  and  transmitted  the 
MAQi  same  to  the  plaintiflis.  They  afterwards  "^engaged  a  vessel  to 
^  convey  the  iron,  received  the  same,  and  caused  it  to  be  shipped ; 
assuring  the  plaintiffs,  in  one  of  their  letters,  that  the  cargo  was  con- 
sidered a  first  rate  description  of  scrap  iron.  As  has  been  stated,  the 
iron  turned  out  to  be  of  very  inferior  quality  to  the  description  speoi* 
fied  in  the  contract ;  and,  the  plaintifiGs  having  sustained  a  serious  loss 
in  consequence,  the  present  action  was  brought ;  and,  the  question  ia, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  defendants  are  liable. 

Now  it  cannot  be  contended  that,  as  the  brokers  negotiating  the 
contract  of  sale  between  the  seller  of  the  iron  and  the  pl^ntifGi  as 
buyers,  any  responsibilitv  attached  to  the  defendants  in  respect  of  the 
quality  of  the  article  sold.  Then,  did  any  such  obligation  attach  upon 
tneir  employment  by  the  plainti&  to  ship  the  iron  f  It  seems  olear 
that  an  obligation  to  see  to  the  quality  of  goods  required  to  be 
shipped  does  not  necessarily  arise  on  the  employment  of  a  shipping 
agent.  Such  a  duty  may  exist  from  usage  in  a  particular  department 
of  trade ;  but,  in  the  absence  of  any  sneh  usage,  it  can  only  arise  from 
the  agreement  of  the  parties.  But  there  was  here  no  evidence  what* 
"  ever  of  usage :  and  the  correspondence  between  the  parties  was  alto- 
gether silent  as  to  any  supervision  or  discretion  to  be  exercised  by 
the  defendants  in  accepting  or  rejecting  the  iron. 

It  was  urged  upon  us,  indeed,  that  it  was  eontemplated  betwe^i 
the  parties,  from  the  beginning,  that  the  iron,  when  bought;  should 
be  shipped  by  the  defendants  for  the  plaintiib ;  and  that,  as  the  plain- 
tifiCd  were  not  resident  at  Bristol,  and  had  no  opportunity  of  inspect- 
ing the  iron  themselves,  and  as  the  defendants  were  cognisapt  of  the 
*2491  ^^™^  ^  ^^^  contract,  it  must  be  inferred  diat  the  *under- 
*'   standing  was  that  the  defendants  were  to  see  that  the  iron  was 
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6f  tbe  quality  eonirscted  ibf  helbre  tfa^  recefved  it  on  account  of  the 
plnatifb.  This  reasoning  does  not^  however,  appear  to  ns  to  be  con- 
dosiTe.  Though  it  may  possibly  have  been  contemplated  through^ 
out,  between  the  parties,  that  the  iron  should  be  shipped  by  the  de- 
feiidantSy  there  was  no  binding  engagement  on  either  side  to  that 
effiset ;  and  the  plainti£&,  after  accepting  the  purchase,  might  have 
employed  another  agent  to  ship.  So  they  might  themselves  have 
prooeeded  to  inspect  and  accept  or  reject  the  iron,  or  have  sent 
another  agent  to  inspect  and  accept  or  reject  it.  There  is  nowhere 
in  the  correspondence  any  instruction  to  the  defendants  to  look  to  the 
quality  of  the  iron,  or  authority  to  them  to  re^t  it.  And,  as  we 
Iiave  already  pointed  out,  no  such  duty  or  authority  ought  necessarily 
to  he  impli^  from  the  nature  of  the  employment  as  shipping  agents ; 
more  especially  as,  in  the  present  instance,  the  defendants  were  to 
leoeive  no  remuneration  from  the  plaintifb,  their  profit  being  derived 
from  commission  flrom  the  seller  on  the  sale,  and  from  commission 
from  the  shipowner  on  chartering  the  vessel  which  was  to  convey  tbe 
iron.  It  may  well  have  been  that  the  plaintifiEs  looked  only  to  the 
liability  of  the  seller,  who  Was  then  believed  to  be  solvent,  though 
he  afterwards  turned  out  to  be  otherwise.  At  all  events,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  no  obligation,  express  or  implied,  is  made  out  to  render 
the  defendants  liable. 

We  agree  that  the  question  was  properly  one  for  the  jury,  if  there 
wu  evidence  of  any  engagement  by  the  defendants  to  see  to  the 
quality  of  the  iron  before  accepting  and  shipping  it ;  but,  leave  having 
been  reserved  to  set  the  verdict  aside  and  enter  a  verdict  for  the 
^defendants,  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  r^oso 
not  evidence  to  be  left  to  the  jury  in  support  of  that  position,  ^ 
we  are  of  opinion  that  there  was  an  absence  of  such  evidence ;  and 
consequently  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Bule  absolute. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

ZWILCHBNBART  and  Another,  Appellants,  v.  ALEXANDER 

and  Another,  Respondents.    3fay  9. 

Fot  head  kioU,  mb  Mte,  p.  234. 

Ths  plaintiffs  having  appealed  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 

MelUsh  wad  now  (a)  heara  for  the  appellants  (plaintif&  below).  The 
argument  was  substantially  the  same  as  in  the  Court  below. 

KarslaJee,  in  the  course  of  his  argument  for  the  respondents,  was 
•topped  by  the  Court. 

MeVish  was  heard  in  reply. 

Pollock,  C.  B. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  afiirmed.  The  declaration  puts  the 
alleged  cause  of  action  as  arising  upon  a  contract :  but  perhaps  it 
▼ill  be  better  to  consider  it  as  a  question  of  duty.    The  plaintiffe 

(•)  Before  PoUock,  C.  B.,  BrMoweU,  B.,  WUliami,  WUles,  Bjlee,  and  Keatiof,  Ja. 
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*2511  *^^®S®  ^^^^  ^^^  defendants  (who,  it  is  to  be  observed,  were  not 
^  to  receive  any  remuneration  from  the  plaintiffs)  had  a  certain 
duty  to  perform  towards  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  non-performance  of 
which  they  would  be  liable  to  an  action  for  negligence.  The  decla- 
ration  states,  in  effect,  that  the  defendants,  in  consideration  of  an 
advantage  procured  for  them  by  the  plaintiff  in  employing  them, 
undertook  to  do  all  that  was  reasonable  for  the  defendants  to  do  under 
the  circumstances.  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  satisfactory  plan  to  leave 
the  particular  terms  of  the  contract  to  be  assumed  from  this  general 
allegation.  It  is  better  to  state  the  contract  in  detail,  or  to  lay  at 
once  a  breach  of  duty.  But,  further,  I  do  not  think  there  is  such 
combined  consideration  as  is  alleged  in  the  declaration,  or  one  which 
raises  the  alleged  liability  in  the  defendants.  I  do  not,  however,  rest 
my  judgment  on  that  ground.  At  the  trial  the  question  raised  was, 
was  it  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to  inspect  the  iron?  It  was  urged 
that,  although  there  was  no  positive  undertaking  by  them  to  do  so, 
the  duty  to  do  so  necessarily  arose  out  of  their  relation  to  the  plain- 
tiffs. Now  the  defendants  acted  in  a  twofold  capacity;  as  brokers 
between  Oatway  and  the  plaintiff  for  the  purchase  of  the  iron,  and 
as  agents  of  the  plaintiffs  for  shipping  it.  For  their  services  iu  the 
first  capacity  they  were  paid  by  the  vendor ;  for  their  services  in  the 
second  by  the  owner  of  the  ship.  How  could  a  duty  arise  in  tbem, 
in  either  capacity,  to  inspect  the  iron  ?  It  was  argued  that  there  was, 
in  fact,  one  continuous  retainer  of  the  defendants  by  the  plaintiffs  both 
as  brokers  and  shipping  agents.  But,  even  if  so,  that  which  is  not  a 
duty  in  either  capacity  singly  cannot  become  a  duty  by  the  two  oapa- 
*2521  ^^^^^  being  combined ;  unless  there  be  a  usage  that,  *  where 
-'  there  is  such  combination,  such  duty  arises.  But  of  usage  there 
was  no  evidence  at  all :  and,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  that  effect^ 
the  question  whether  the  duty  arose  upon  such  combination  could  not 
well  have  been  left  to  the  jurv.  Independently,  therefore,  of  the 
declaration,  I  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  should  be 
affirmed. 

Williams,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion :  and  give  my  judgment, 
not  upon  any  point  raised  by  the  pleadings,  but  upon  the  question 
really  raised  by  the  parties  at  the  trial.  I  think  tnere  was  no  evi- 
dence of  such  obligation  on  the  defendants  as  was  set  up.  I  am  not 
prepared  to  say  that,  in  some  cases,  where  a  party  undertakes  the 
combined  duties  of  broker  and  shipping  agent,  some  implied  contract 
on  his  part  may  not  arise  which  would  not  arise  where  he  acts  in 
either  capacity  singly.  But  there  was  no  such  combined  retainer 
here,  in  my  opinion. 

WiLLEs,  Btles,  and  Keating,  Js.,  and  Brahwsll,  B.,  ci^ncurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


1  ELLIS,  BBST  ft  SMITH.    Q.  B.  2SS 


•EOBERT  WILEY  v.  THOMAS  CRAWFORD  and  JOHN  r^^M 
WILLIAM  FENWICK.    [July  7,  I860.]  L  ^^^ 

Merekani  Shipping  Aet^  1854.-— Cer<(/Scafe  of  registry. — Action  for  detention. 

ThM  M«rdiaBt  SUpping  Aet,  1854, 17  A  18  Viot  e.  104,  enaoU  that  "the  eertificata  of  regii* 
by  fhall  be  oaad  only  for  the  lawflil  narif  ation  of  the  ship,  and  ihall  not  be  snlject  to  detention 
\j  naeon  of  an  j  title,  lien,  oharge,  or  interest  whateoever  whioh  an j  owner,  mortgagee,  or  other 
penon  maj  hare  or  elaim  to  hare  on  or  in  the  ship  described  in  such  certificate :  and  if  any 
psison  whaterer"  *<  refuses  on  request  to  deliTor  np  such  certificate  when  in  his  possession  or 
onder  his  control  to  the  person  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  custody  thereof  for  the  pnr- 
pesss  of  such  lawful  naTigation,"  proceedings  may  be  taken  before  a  justice ;  *'  and  unless  it  is 
pieTsd"  **  that  there  was  reasonable  eause  for  such  refiisal,  the  offender  shall  incur  a  penalty 
aot  exceeding  100^";  which,  or  any  part  of  which,  by  sect  524,  the  justice  may,  if  he  thinks 
it,  direct  to  be  applied  in  eompensating  any  person  for  damage  sustained  by  him  in  conse- 
qaenee  of  the  wrongful  act 

Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 

L  That  the  offset  of  sect.  50  is  to  make  any  pledge  of  the  certificate,  for  any  purpose  what- 
trtr,  though  for  a  good  eonsideration,  illegal  and  Toid ;  and,  consequently,  any  detainer  of  a 
entificate  so  pledged  illegaL 

2.  That,  where  the  person  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  eertifleate  for  the  purposes  of  nan* 
lation  is  aleo  the  owner  of  the  ship,  he  has  a  right  of  aetion  against  the  party  so  detaining  the 
eertifteate,  in  addition  to  his  remedy,  in  the  former  character,  by  a  complaint  before  a  justice* 
And  this,  though  he  be  himself  the  pledger,  and  for  a  good  consideration. 

Judgment  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  but  with  hesitation. 

3.  QusBre,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  whether  an  action  at  law  would  lie,  by  the  party 
■•rdy  entitled  to  the  enstody,  for  the  detainer  made  unlawful  by  the  penal  part  of  the  enact* 
suat.    If  it  would,  9€mhU  that  the  deelaration  should,  in  that  case,  aver  absence  of  reasonable 


Thk  declaration  stated  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  certain 
vessel  called  The  Pacific,  which  was  then  ready  for  sea,  and  about  to 
sail  on  a  foreign  voyage,  of  which  defendants  had  notice :  that  plaintiff 
deposited  with  defendants  the  certificate  of  registry,  which  had  been 
granted  according  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made,  and  which  was 
used  for  the  lawful  navigation  of  the  said  vessel :  that  she  was  then 
about  to  proceed  to  sea  on  a  foreign  voyage,  and  was  ready,  r«254 
*and  about  to  sail  That  defendants,  being  then  in  possession  ^ 
of  the  said  certificate  of  registry,  and  plaintiff  being  the  person  entitled 
to  the  custody  of  the  said  certificate,  according  to  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided,  requested  them  to  deliver  up  the  said  certifi- 
cate  for  the  purposes  of  such  lawful  navigation  as  aforesaid :  ^et  de- 
fendants refused  to  deliver  the  said  certificate  up  to  plaintiff,  being  the 
person  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  the  custoay  thereof,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  such  lawful  navigation  as  aforesaid,  whereby  the  said  vessel 
of  plaintiff  was  prevented  from  sailing  or  going  to  sea,  and  plaintiff 
was  forced  and  compelled  to  keep  and  detain  the  said  vessel  in  har- 
bour until  the  said  certificate  should  be  delivered  up,  and  the  said 
vessel  was  necessarily  detained  and  prevented  from  going  to  sea  bv 
reason  of  defendants'  said  refusal :  and  plaintiff  lost  the  profits  which 
would  and  might  have  accrued  to  him  from  the  sailing  of  the  said 
vessel,  and  was  put  to  expense  in  paying  wages  of  the  crew  during 
such  detention,  and  was  otherwise  injured. 

Pleas:  1.  Not  guilty.  2.  That  plaintiff  was  not,  at  the  time  when, 
Jtc,  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  said  certificate  as  alleged.  8.  That 
pbuntiff  did  not  make  such  request  as  alleged.    4.  Leave  and  license. 

Issues  on  all*  the  pleas. 
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On  the  trial,  before  Blackburn,  J.,  at  tbe  Liyerpool  Spring  Assizes, 
I860,  it  apoeAPed  that,  <m  lot  April,  1858,  The  racijBc  was  at  ^of^ 
Shields,  ana  readf  to  aail  on  a  voyajge  %o  £p^a.  O9  tiiat  day  a  Mr. 
Ingledew  made  a  claim  upon  the  plaintiff,  who  was  captain  and  owner 
of  The  Pacific,  as  iflortgagee  of  another  ship,  The  Isabella,  of  wtich 
the  plaintiff  had  fi»tnerij  been  owqot,  and  which  had  been  lost ;  and 
*25ol  ^^  ^'^'^^  together  ♦to  the  office  of  the  defendants,  who  were 
^  attorneys  at  North  Shields,  and  acted  as  attorneys  for  Ingledew, 
for  ihe  purpose  of  settling  the  matter^  The  defendant  Feawick , 
threatened  to  arrest  the  plaintiff  unless  he  deposited  the  certifioate  of 
registry  of  The  Pacific,  as  a  security  against  £is  sailing,  and  proposed 
that  it  should  be  deposited  for  ten  days.  The  plaintiff  refused,  saying 
that  he  was  r^y  fSr  sea,  but  that,  as  the  weather  looked  adverse,  li^ 
should  not  object  to  deposit  it  till  the  5th  April,  thinking,  as  he  swore 
at  the  trial,  that  there  was  no  chance  of  getting  to  sea  before  then. 
On  8d  April  the  wind  changed,  and  the  plaintiff,  finding  that  he  could 
get  to  sea,  then  demanded  the  registry  from  the  defendants,  which 
&ey  refused  io  give  up  ontiS  the  5th  April,  wb^n  they  gave  it  baok 
to  the  plaintiff.  By  trhait  time  the  wind  had  <;hanged,  and  plaintiff 
was  prevented  from  going  to  sea. 

The  defendants'  counsel  objected  that  sect  50  of  The  Merchwnt 
Shipping  Act,  185i,  17  k  18  Yict.  c.  104.  did  not  apply  to  the  case 
of  the  plaiBtiff ;  who,  as  owner,  had  a  right  to  divest  himself  of  Ae 
custody  of  the  certificate,  and  could  not  afterwards  demand  it  back  in 
his  character  of  captain,  as  being  entitled  to  it  for  the  purposes  of 
navigation.  The  plaintifff's  counsel  contended  "that,  as  the  deposit  was 
made  without  consideration,  the  plaintiff  was  •entitled,  under  the  Act, 
to  demand  the  certificate,  and  l^t  an  action  at  law  lay  for  the  refusal 
of  the  defendants  to  give  it  up. 

A  verdict  was  taken  for  the  defendants,  with  leave  to  move  to  enter 
a  *ferdict  lor  the  plaintiff  for  -822.,  the  Emitted  amonnt  of  damages 
caised  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  -detention. 

*2iSBl  *^S>^i  lA  Itist  Easter  Term,  c^btained  a  rule  Nisi  to  enter  Uie 
^  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  that  amount,  on  the  ground  that  the 
detention  of  the  register  by  the  defendants  was  unlawful  by  virtue  of 
sect.  oO  of  The  Mer<diant  Shipping  Act,  1%4,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  damaged  by  Teason  of  'Swch  unlawfiill  act,  and  was  theref^m 
entitled  to  maintain  this  action. 

Jftmisty  also  obtained  a  cross  rmle,  «n  behalf  of  the  defendants,  4o 
arrest  the  jadgment(if  the  other  rule  shoiiild  be  made  absolute),  on  the 
ground  that  the  declaration  was  bad  in  'h^w.  and  did  not  disclose  any 
cause  of  action. 

Manisty  and  7!  Jones  (Northern  'Girouit)  flowed  cause.(a) — The 
declaration  is  founded  on  sect.  50  of  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1854,  17  &  18  Yict.  c.  104,  which  enacts  that  ''the  certificate  of 
registry  shall  be  xised  only  for  the  lawful  navigation  of  the  ship,  and 
shall  not  he  subject  to  detention  by  reason  of  any  title,  lien,  onarge, 
or  interest  whatsoever  which  any  owner,  mortgagee,  or  other  person 
«nay  have  or  claim 'to  have  on  or  in  the  ship  described  in  such  certifi- 
cate ;  and  if  any  person  whatev^,  whether  interested  or  not  in  the  ship, 
TOfttses  on  request  to  deliver  ap«uch  certificate  when  in  his  possesQM 

(a)  Sfttardaj,  Juae  16Ui.    Before  Crompton,  HiU,  MidiBlaiikbiiny  7a. 
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4ft  tAdm  hfn  Miitrol  to  <}»  penoft  far  the  time  being  eotitfod  to  Ibe 
QUitody  thisrsof  for  the  pxifp<Mes  of  steh  lawftil  navigation  «s  afin«8a«3« 
or  to  any  registrar,  oficer  oflhe  caBtoms,  or  other  person  l^ally  enti* 
tted  to  require  sQch  ^ivery^  it  AM  be  lawful  for  any  justice,  by  inrar- 
HXkt  under  his  faaitd  »ttd  seal,  or  for  uiy  CSourt  eapable  of  taking  cc^ni* 
sauce  of  is^cb  matter,  to  ^cause  t^e  person  so  refusing  to  appear  before 
*him  and  to  be  -examined  tombing  BUcIi  ref^isal ;  and  unless  it  tm^^ 
is  {m>ved  to  the  satis&ctio)!  of  au^  justice  or  Court  tbat  there  l^^^ 
was  reasonable  cituse  for  such  refusal  the  offender  shall  incur  a  penalty 
not  etoeeding  one  hundred  poonds ;  but  if  it  is  mafde  to  appear  to 
such  justice  or  Court  that  ^e  cei^fteate  is  lost,  the  party  complained 
of  ^all  be  discharged,  «nd  sncii  justiee  or  Court  shall  thereupon 
certify  that  the  certificate  of  registry  is  lost."  Now,  first  {as  to  ^ 
cross  rule),  even  if  the  plaintiff  hkre  any  remedy,  it  is  not  by  4m 
action  at  latr.  Sect.  SO  giv^s  to  justices,  <or  to  «iny  Court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  power  to  deal  smnniaiily  with  the  dispute,  and  to  inflict 
a  penalty,  wbich,  by  sect.  624,  ihty  may  direct  to  be  applied  by  way 
of  compensation  for  the  damages  sustaiiiied  by  the  party  eomplaining. 
The  general  rule  is  tbat,  wiien  a  stattute  provides  compensation,  the 
statutory  remedy  is  not  eunmliiti^e,  l>uft  is  given  in  snostitution  for 
the  ordinary  remedy  by  aoftion.  in  Bowen  v.  Fox,  10  B.  &  C.  4i 
(E.  0.  L.  R.  voL  21),  where  the  qunstion  turned  upon  the  construction 
of  ihe  corresponding  section  in  the  old  Begister  Act,  4  Q,  4,  o.  41,  ;s* 
25,  Lord  Tenterdea,  C.  S.  says,  ^'  It  may  be  a  question  whether,  upoai 
Ihe  true  construction  of  this  statute,  a  party  can  be  said  vdlfully  to 
detain  a  ship's  register,  if  he  does  so  by  reason  of  a  lien  npon  it. 
Assuming  the  right  oonstruotion  to  be  that  the  detention  would  bie 
irilful,  notwithstanding  the  lien,  it  does  not  follow  that  this  action  ef 
trover  was  maintainable,  being  founded  on  the  common  law ;  for  hf 
that  kw  a  piarty  oanneft  reclaim  <a  thing  pledged  without  paying  aU 
that  is  due  upon  the  account  for  whikjh  it  was  pledged.  If  the  plain*- 
tiff  intended  to  avail  himself  of  the  right  giv^i  by  the  ^statute,  tmro 
he  should  have  pursued  the  course  poiated  out  ty  the  statute."  »■ 
[Blaox^burn,  J.— The  langtiage  of  etat.  4  6. 4,  c.  41,  s.  25,  is  different 
from  that  df  stat.  17  k  18  Vict  c  104,  s.  50.  Cbomptcw,  J. — Suppoae 
the  damages  sustained  in  consequence  of  the  detention  of  the  certificate 
are  more  than  lOOZ.,  which  is  the^^ctent  of  the  penalty  wbich  can  be 
inflicted  nnder  the  statute :  is  not  the  injured  party,  in  such  a  ease, 
'^Btitted  to  bring  an  aetion  ?']  Secondly,  the  plaintiff  is  not  the  ''per- 
"Ben  for  the  time  being  entitled  to  l^e  custody"  of  the  certificate  ''for 
the  purposes  x>r'  "  lia^fuil  naviga^n."  After  he  had  pledged  the 
^nifieate,  he  was  ndt  entitled  te  die  custody  of  it  at  all.  Being 
master  as  well  as  owner,  ^e  right  to  the  custody  of  the  certificate  for 
4he  purposes  of  lawful  navigation  wad  in  him  in  ^e  first  instances 
that  appears  from  Arkle  v.  Henaell,  8  E.  &  B.  828  (E.  C,  L.  ».  vol. 
^2):  l)ut,  in  that  combined  capacity  he  had  the  right  to  divest  him- 
self of 'his  possession  ^f  the  certificate,  if  he  chose.  [Crompton,  J. — 
The  "  Iten^  on  the  ship,  which  sect.  50  provides  shall  not  justify  the 
^cltention 'of  the  certificate,  Tnay  mean  a  lien  arising  out  of  the  claims 
'tfpa^t-owsflfrs.  Here  the  lien,  if  there  be  one,  is  a  lien  on  the  oertifi- 
'We  enlyy  oiiiiibLl  by  th<frd^posit]  That  is  so:  the  ship  itself  is  iHt 
^riuftgel  «t  ^n.    Sect  4i&  tras  hUmM  t»  »9Sgfkf  uoisi  ;ta  dfi^mii 
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between  part  owners  or  mortgagees,  and  to  prevent  any  one  of  tbem 
firom  enforcing  his  claim  in  respect  of  the  ship,  adversely  to  the  others, 
by  gaining  possession  of  and  detaining  the  certificate. 

Further,  the  declaration  alleges,  not  a  detention  of  the  certificate 
without  reasonable  cause,  but  an  absolute  refusal :  so  that  it  gives  the 
defendants  no  opportunity  of  setting  up  a  lawful  cause  of  detention. 
^^Q^  *Brett,  contri.— Sect  50  of  stat.  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  has 
^^^J  been  substituted  for  sect.  23  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  89,  which 
enacted  that  a  bond  should  be  given  to  the  Crown  by  the  master  and 
owner,  or  the  master  and  a  certain  number  of  the  part  owners,  with  a 
condition  that  the  certificate  should  "  not  be  sold,  lent,  or  otherwise 
disposed  of  to  any  person  or  persons  whatsoever,"  and  should  be 
"  solely  made  use  of  for  the  service  of  the  ship."  [Blackburn,  J. — 
Sect.  80  of  that  Act  seems  to  be  the  section  corresponding  with  sect 
60  of  stat.  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104.]  Sect.  50  combines  some  of  the  pm- 
visions  of  both  sections  of  the  earlier  Act ;  and,  construing  one  Act 
by  the  other,  it  is  clear  that  sect.  50  was  not  intended  to  apply  merely 
to  disputes  between  part  owners  or  mortgagees,  but,  for  the  purpose 
of  protecting  shippers  and  merchants,  ana  the  public  generally,  lo 
prevent  the  sailing  of  the  ship  from  being  delayed  by  the  detentic  n 
of  the  certificate  in  respect  of  any  claim  or  lien  whatever.  Tljc 
defendants,  therefore,  haa  no  right  to  detain  the  certificate.  As  to 
the  objection  that  the  only  remedy  is  by  a  proceeding  before  a  justice, 
it  is  clear,  as  has  been  suggested  by  the  Court,  that  the  damages 
arising  from  the  detention  may  be  much  greater  than  the  penally 
which,  under  sects.  50, 524,  the  justices  may  inflict  and  appropriate  by 
way  of  compensation.  [Hill,  J. — Sect.  524  seems  intended  to  provide 
for  all  loss.]  As  to  the  objection  that  the  declaration  does  not  all^ 
that  the  detention  was  without  reasonable  cause,  such  allegation  is  not 
necessary  in  a  declaration  at  common  law,  though  it  would  be  neces* 
sary  to  prove  the  &ct  in  proceedings  before  justices.  But  the  certifi- 
cate here  was  not  detained  for  reasonable  cause,  inasmuch  as  the  only 

a  deposit  by 
in  no  case  to 
justify  the  withholding  of  the  certificate  from  the  person  who  is  enti- 
tled to  its  custody  for  the  purposes  of  lawful  navigation ;  which  the 
plaintiff,  as  captain  and  owner,  clearly  was.  Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Blackburn,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  question  arising  in  the  first  rule  in  this  case  is  whether  the 
plaintiff,  upon  the  evidence  at  the  trial,  was  the  person  for  the  time 
being  entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  certificate  of  registrv. 

This  depends  upon  the  construction  of  sect.  60  of  The  Merchant 
Shipping  Act,  1854.  It  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  had,  for  what 
seemed  to  us,  when  the  rule  was  obtained,  a  sufiicient  consideration, 
pledged  or  deposited  the  certificate  until  the  Monday  after  the  day 
when  the  pledge  or  deposit  was  made,  with  a  view  of  securing  to  the 
defendants  that  the  ship  should  not  sail  until  that  time.  On  the 
Saturday  preceding  the  Monday,  the  wind  having  changed,  the  plain- 
•iff  was  desirous  of  sailing,  and  applied  to  the  defendants,  for  the 
certificate.  Apart  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the  defendants 
would  have  had  a  right  to  hold  the  certificate  until  the  Monday,  and 
•the  plaintiff  would  not  have  been  entitle  to  the  possession  thereof  9$ 


*2601   ^^^^  ^^  detention  *set  up  by  the  defendants  was  a 
-'  the  plaintiff,  which  the  Act  expressly  provides  is  h 
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r' ist  the  defendants  claiming  to  hold  under  the  deposit.  The. 
tiff,  however,  contends. that,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
sect.  60  of  the  above  statute,  any  such  pledge  or  deposit  is  forbidden 
aitd  void,  and  can  confer  no  right  to  the  pledgee  to  hold  it,  nor  at  all 
interfere  with  the  right  of  '^possession  in  the  plaintiff,  as  master  r^ogi 
and  owner,  for  the  purposes  of  navigation.  *• 

The  proviso  in  the  recent  statute  in  question  differs  considerably 
from  prior  enactments.  Stat.  4  O.  4,  c.  41,  s.  25,  after  reciting  that  it 
is  not  proper  that  any  person,  under  any  pretence,  should  detain  the 
certificate  of  registry  of  any  ship  or  vessel,  or  hold  the  same  for  any 
purpose  other  than  the  lawful  use  and  navigation  of  the  vessel, 
imposes  a  penalty  on  the  person  wilfully  detaining  the  certificate  of 
registry.  On  this  statute  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  case* of 
Bowen  v.  Fox,  10  B.  &  C.  41  (E.  C.  L.  H.  vol.  21),  held  that  the 
pledge  of  the  certificate  eave  a  lien  sufficient  to  defeat  an  action  cf 
trover:  and  they  observed  that,  if  the  plaintiff  intended  to  avail  him- 
self of  the  right  given  by  the  statute,  he  should  have  pursued  the 
course  pointed  out  by  the  statute ;  and  they  accordingly  refused  a  rule 
to  show  cause  why  tne  verdict  for  the  defendants  should  not  be  set 
aside.  By  sect.  19  of  this  statute,  4  O.  4,  c.  41,  the  bond  to  be  given 
to  the  Crown  is  to  be  conditioned  that  the  certificate  shall  not  be  sold, 
lentf  or  otherwise  disposed  of,  but  solely  made  use  of  for  the  service  of 
the  ship ;  and  similar  enactments  to  those  in  stat.  4  O.  4,  c.  41,  are 
contained  in  other  statutes,  and  were  continued  by  stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c. 
89.  These  provisions,  however,  have  now  been  abolished  by  stat.  IT 
k  18  Yict.  c.  120 ;  and  very  different  language  is  used  in  sect.  60  of 
The  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854.  By  that  section,  instead  of  a 
rente/  of  the  propriety  of  the  certificate  being  used  for  the  purpose 
of  navigation  only,  it  is  directly  enacted  that  the  certificate  of  registry 
shall  be  used  onZyfor.the  lawful  navigation  of  the  ship.  And  the 
plaintiff  contends  that  this  enactment  makes  it  unlawful  to  use  it  by 
war  of  pledge. 

^It  was  said,  on  the  {mrt  of  the  defendants,  that  the  follow-   tuqao 
iog  words,  "and  shall  not  be  subject  to  detention  by  reason  of    ^ 
any  title,  lien,  charge,  or  interest  whatsoever  which  any  owner,  mort« 

Sagee,  or  other  person  may  have  or  claim  to  have  on  or  in  the  ship 
escribed  in  such  certificate/'  restrict  and  limit  the  operation  of  the 
first  part  of  the  section,  and  confine  its  operation  to  the  case  of  a  lien 
or  interest  in  the  ship,  so  as  to  prevent  any  part  owner  or  mortgagee 
or  pledgee,  by  way  of  bottomry  or  otherwise,  claiming  any  right  to 
detain  the  certificate.  We  do  not,  however,  think  that  this  is  the  true 
construction  of  the  clause.  The  section  seems  to  consist  of  three 
parts;  by  the  first  of  which  the  dealing  with  the  certificate  for  any 
other  purpose  than  the  navigation  of  the  ship  is  expressly  forbidden. 
By  the  second  branch  the  certificate  is  made  not  subject  to  detention 
hy  reason  of  any  claim  on  the  ship ;  probably  to  prevent  any  squabble 
amongst  part  owners  or  mortgagees  hindering  the  navigation  of  the 
Tcssel.  The  first  seems  aimed  at  what  the  former  statutes  recited  as' 
iniproper,  namely,  the  use  for  other  purposes  than  the  navigation, 
which  must,  we  think,  include  a  sale  or  pledge.  And,  whilst  the 
former  statutes  seem  to  have  made  it  a  forfeiture  of  the  bond,  the 
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ppipenti  flection  B^nvi  ta  tiaye  fori^dd^  «qoli  U9Droper  we  aUo^h«rt 
^^1(6  first  bnMiGl]^.proYi4inj|  agsaj^at  a  sal^  or  pleclge  of  the  QBriificak, 
^  flecond  seemed  nepessaiTy  to  pr^y^ut  ^^j  right  to  detain  by  reason 
^  aip^clain^,  inter^t,  pr  lie9  ii\  tbe  sitiip  itself.  And  the  third  part 
•dt  the  aeati(M^  Quakes  a  p^irtj  4etaixUriig»  iA  some  cases,  namely,  those 
without  reasonable  cause  for  th^  refusal^  liable  to  a  penalty.  If,,  then, 
^Ik^  firsti  part  of  the  clause,  as  ^e  thiok*  forbids  the  pledging  the  oer- 
^ificat^,^  by.  eis^cting  thjat  it  shajl « not  be  used  for  any  other  purpose 
*^631  ^^  ^^  *n^yiga.tiop.  it  follows  tbat  such  pledge  is  illegal  and 
^  void,  aiid  gives  no  right  to.  detaiu ;  and  consequently  the  plam- 
tlff^  who,  on  the  evidenjce,  wa^s  both  master  and  owner,  was  the  person 
eoJiitled  to  the  possession  a«  aUieged  in  the  declaration  and  traversed 
in  the  oo,ly  plea,  iiovr  i^  quei^ion :  i^nd  the  plaintiff  therefore  is  enti-. 
titled  to,  Imve  th^  rule,  f^r  entering  th^  verdict  for  him  on  this  plea 
made  absolute. 

.  ,  The.  second  rule,  before  ijis.  was.  to  show  cause  why  the  judgment 
9bauld  s^  be  ar^rested  on  the  ground  of  the  declaration,  showing  no 
ffood  cause  of  actioB.  This  rule-  yras  granted  on  the  application  of 
Ujie  defendants^  coun^  npt  on  ^ny  tjechnical  ground  of  special  plead- 
y;^  \^  to  prevent  his  beii^gshut  out  froEQ  any  real  defence  he  might 
h^ve  op*,  tijie  constructio9  of  the  statute,  i^  it  should  appear  that  such 
defence  arose  rather  oja^  the  record  than  on  the  evidence.  The  plain- 
tiff contended  tl|iat  the  decWa,tioa  wa^  good,  as  showing  a  wroAgful 
act  i^  icootrayention  and  disobedience  oF  the  st^^tute,  and  a  damage 
ai»sii^  there&Qiiic  to  the.  p^aj^iff :  apd  it  was,  secondly,  put  as  a  right 
of  ^tioA:  arising  from,  the  detention  of  the  property  to  which  the 
plaintiff  \iras  entitled,  and  which  the  defendaQts  detained  from  him  to 
^is  di^aage,  under  s^  pledge  rendered  invalid  by  the  statute. 
.  If  the  question  were,  whether  th©.  plaintiff  could  recover  for  the 
^t  of  detainer  ma^  unlawful  by  the  penal  part  of  the  enactment,  the 
declaration,  would  seen^i  tO'ij^^iTQ  an  averment  that  the  detainer  was 
without  lawful  excuse;  and  there  would  also  be  some  doubt  as  to 
whether  the  remedy  ibr  the  statutory  wrong  should  not  be  pursued 
according  to  the  mode  poiiM^ed  out  by  the  sta(tute,  or  whether  the  case 
^f^jojri  might  not.  fall  withpt  the  ^principle  of  Mayor  of  Lichfield  v. 
,^^i  Simpson,  8  (J.  B.  6$  ffl.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  55).:  in  favour  of  which 
jitter  view  it  might  be  urged  that  in  this  case  the  damages  may  be 
gp^eatly  beyond  any  remedy  which  the  party  grieved  could  obtain 
under  the  pemd  pai:t  of  th^  clause. 

Assuming,  however,  that,  we  axe  right  in  our  construction  of  the 
^atute,  we  think  that  there  was,  on  the  facts  displosed  at  the  trials  a 
elear  right  of  action,  by  reason  of  the  right  of  property  and  posses- 
aioa  being  in  the  plaintiff,  and  by  the  wrongful  detainer  occasioning 
the  damage.  It  seems  to  us  that,  the  plaintiff  being  entitled  to  the 
certificate,  and  the  pledge  of  the  certificate  being  illegal  and  null,  the 
4etainer  thereof  from  the  plaintiff  after  his  demanding  its  return  for 
^e  purposes  of  navigation>  and  the  daniage  to  him  arising  therefrom, 
<}$(natitute  fk  cause  of  aotiop.  I,t  may  possibly  be  that  the  conversion 
.aild  4^tainer  should  have  been  statea.  more  expressly :  but  this  fkul^ 
a][  th<|re  b^  any,  would  be^  amended  by.  a  few  words,  which  we  should 
i^e  liberty  to  ipisert  if  it  b^.9ie.  uQcessa^y, 
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Iki  rvii«  for  aneftii^  the  jiiJgaieat  will  Aentare  ht  dtachiirged. 
B«]b  fcff  flotering  tibe  -va^Refe^  ^e  plaintiff  nade  abaotuta 
Bala  for  aneakiDg  the  jadgsMBt  distdiwged. 


♦IN  THE  EXCHJEQUEE  CHAMBiai.         [*255 

ROBSBT  WILEY  v.  THOMAS  CRAWFORD  and  JOHN  WIL. 

LIAM  FENWICE.    May  10. 

for  kud  DAtaii  Me  •oifl;,  p..  269. 

Tu  ddisDcbnibs  Isaving  aroealed  firam  the  above  decimoiiy  | 

Ia  last  Hilaiy  Yaeation,(a>  f 

F.  Jimea  (NortbeFn  circuit^  was  heard  for  the  appeIIaist8.^*-Th€; 
planliff  eould  not  avoid  the  pledge  of  the  certificate  whkit  he  had 
iumarif  made  for  good  oonsiaeratioik.  It  was  held,  by  the  Court 
betow,  thai  the  enactment  of  sect.  50  of  atat.  17  &  18  Yiet.  c.  104^ 
▼as  abscdate  and  imperative,  and  rendered  void  any  pledge  or  deposit 
wkatevw  of  the  eeitifieate,  whether  fer  good  consideration  or  not ; 
and  that  the  plaintiff^  being  entitled  to  the  custody  of  it,  had  a  right 
to  demand  it  from  tbe  defendants,  and  to  bring  an  action  upon  then 
rrfusal  to  give  it  up.  Bat  the  detention  which  the  Legislature  intended 
to  make  unlawfal  by  sect.  60  was  a  detention,  without  reasonable  cause/ 
to  the  prejudice  of  the  party  entrtled  to  the  custodv.  That  there  must 
be  a  want  cf  reasonable  cause  is  shown  by  the  third  member  of  the 
leetioii,  which  requires  snch  want  of  reasonable  cause,  to  be  shown  to 
the  justices:  that  the  detention  must  be  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party 
entitled  *to  the  custody  is  shown  by  the  second  member  of  the  r«oAf« 
section,  vhich  treats*  only  of  a  refUsal  to  the  party  so  entitled'.  ^ 
Now,  first,  the  plaintiff  is  not-  the  person  "  for  the  time  being  entitled 
to  the  custody^  of  the  certificate  **  tor  the  purposes  oF*  *^lawftil  navt^ 
gation.'*  He  was  entitled  to  the  custody  in  the  first  instance,  as  beingf 
eaptain  and  owner.  Bnt,  if  be  chooses  to  waive  that  right,  and  to 
dmstt  it  for  a  good  consideration,  he  is  no  longer  entitled  to  the  cnsf 
tooy,  until  he  has  paid  what  is  d^  upon  the  account  in  respect,  oft 
which  it  was  pledged.  Sect  60  was  intended  to  prevent  injury  to 
eommerce  from  dilutes  between  part  owners  or  mortgagees^  Aiid  a 
pledging  of  the  certificate  to,  or  a  detention  of  it  by,  any  one  of  tlMOi 
on  aecount  of  some  claim  or  lien  upon  the  ship.  Where  there  is  nd 
division  of  interest,  as  in  the  present  case,  the  deposit  of  the  ce^tifi^ . 
cate,  and  its  detention  in  respect  of  a  lien,  does  not  work  the  mia* 
chief  to  preveirt  which  the  section  was  framed.  In  Clarke  v.  Batters; 
1  K.  ft  J.  242;  which  turned  upon  the  construction  of  the  earlier  Ship 
Begistry  Act,  8  ft  &  Vict.  c.  89,  Vice-Ohancellor  Wood,  in  giving  judg** 
meat,  cites  Bowen  v.  Fox,  10  B.  ft  G.  41  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  21),  and  sa^ 
that  that  case  '*  establishes  that  snch  a  species  of  property*  may  bo 
eonferred  in  a  eertificate  of  a  ship's  registrv,  depositecl  by  way  o& 
•eearity  fbr  adraaces  of  money  fixr  the  use  of  the  ship,  as  to  present 
theownec  of  the  shap  from  aemabding  back  the  certificate  titt  th# 
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money  is  repaid.  Such  a  lien  is  not  inconsiBtent  with  the  policy  of 
the  Ship  Begifltry  Act."  Secondly,  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  deposit  of  the  certificate  was  made  in  the  present  case  furnished 
a  reasonable  cause  for  the  refusal  by  the  defendants  to  deliver  it  up 
*9fi71  ^  ^^  plaintiff.  But,  ^further,  the  declaration,  as  framed^  at 
-^  all  events  shows  no  cause  of  action  on  the  face  of  it.  It  alleges 
that  the  defendants  refused  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  thai 
case  made.  It  ought  to  have  also  alleged  that  they  refused  without 
reasonable  cause.  And  even  if  an  amendment  were  made,  as  was 
suggested  by  the  Court  below,  by  adding  an  allegation  of  absence  of 
reasonable  cause,  the  defendants  would  still  be  entitled  to  judgment, 
as  the  averment,  even  so  altered,  was  not  proved  in  fact  at  the  trial. 
[WiLLES,  J. — I  think  that  the  Court  below  intended  to  suggest,  by 
way  of  amendment,  only  a  more  direct  averment  of  conversion.] 
There  was  no  evidence  at  all  of  conversion ;  and  abundant  evidence 
of  reasonable  cause  for  the  detainer.  The  detainer  was  the  alleged 
cause  of  action :  an  averment  of  conversion  would  have  altered  the 
cause  of  action.  [Willbs,  J. — ^In  Warlow  v.  Harrison,  1  £.  &  E.  309, 
where  on  appeal  to  this  Court  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  we  considered  that  as,  on 
the  facts  of  the  case,  though  not  upon  the  pleadings  as  they  stood,  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  the  declaration  might  be  amended  so 
as  to  meet  our  view.  Williams,  J. — We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the 
only  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
custody  of  the  certificate,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.] 

jBrett,  contri. — The  plaintiff,  as  captain,  was  entitled  to  the  custody 
of  the  certificate  for  the  purposes  of  navigation.  The  ship  cannot 
dear  out  unless  the  papers,  which  include  the  certificate  of  registry, 
are  produced  by  the  master  to  the  customrhouse  officer.  [Williams, 
«2681  — *Might  not  the  prohibition,  in  this  Act  and  in  the  earlier 
•'  Acts,  of  the  use  of  the  certificate  for  anything  but  the  lawful 
navigation  of  the  ship,  mean  a  prohibition  of  its  being  used  for  the 
navigation  of  any  other  ship  ?]  It  would  hardly  be  possible  so  to 
use  it,  looking  at  the  contents  of  the  certificate.  The  object  of  the 
prohibition,  which  is  unqualified  in  any  way,  was  to  prevent  naviga- 
tion being  hindered,  and  the  interests  of  the  public  damaged,  by  any 
detention  whatever  of  the  certificate  which  would  prevent  the  ship 
from  sailing.  And  this  was  the  policy  of  the  earlier  statutes,  which 
Stat.  17  &  18  Yiqt.  c.  104,  was  passed  to  ''amend  and  consolidate." 
But  in  those  Acts,  4  Q.  4,  c.  41,  s.  19,  6  G.  4,  c.  110,  s.  21,  3  &  4  W. 
4,  c.  55,  s.  20,  and  &  &  9  Vict.  c.  89,  s.  28,  that  policy  was  carried  out 
fay  an  enactment  that  the  master  and  owners  should  give  a  bond  to 
the  Crown,  conditioned  that  the  certificate  should  not  be  sold,  lent,  or 
otherwise  disposed  of,  but  made  use  of  solely  for  the  service  of  the 
ship.  Sect.  50  of  Stat.  17  &  18  Yict.  c.  104,  gives  two  remedies  for 
the  detention  of  the  certificate :  first,  by  implication,  an  action  at  law ; 
aiXM>ndly,  in  express  words,  a  complaint  before  justices,  if  the  certifi* 
cate  be  detained  without  reasonable  cause.  [Williams,  J. — That 
construction  does  not  accord  with  that  put  upon  the  earlier  Act,  8  & 

9  Vict.  c.  89,  by  Vice-Chancellor  Wood  in  Clarke  v.  Batters,  1  K.  & 
J.  ^42,  and  which  he  seems  to  rest  upon  the  decision  in.Bowen  v.  Fo;c, 

10  B.  k  C.  41  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol  21),  aa  to  the  construction  of.  stai.  4.0^ 
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1, 0. 41,  8.  25.]  It  is  difficult  to  reconcile  that  construction  with  the 
proTision  as  to  the  bond.  [Williahs,  J. — Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  89,  b, 
SO,  recites  that  "it  is  not  proper  that  any  person,  under  any  pretence 
ti7Aain;ery"  should  detain  the  *certificate,  or  hold  it  "for  any  r^ofjo 
purpose  other  than  the  lawful  use  and  navigation  of  the  ship  f  '- 
yet  the  remedy  for  the  detention  is  given  only  when  it  is  wilful.  The 
same  observation  applies  to  stat.  4  G.  4,  c.  41,  s.  25.]  It  is  probable 
that  sect.  50  of  stat  17  k  18  Vict.  c.  104,  was  framed  to  meet  the 
decision  in  Bowen  i;.  Fox,  which  showed  that  the  enactment  did  not 
carry  out  the  policy  intimated  by  the  recital.  The  words,  in  sect.  50, 
"nDless  it  is  proved  to  the  satisfiEU^tion  of  such  justice  or  Court  that 
there  was  reasonable  cause  for  such  refusal,"  apply  only  to  the  case 
of  proceedings  before  justices,  &c.  But,  if  the  defendants  contend 
that  those  words  can  be  imported  into  the  earlier  part  of  the  section, 
to  that  it  is  necessary,  in  an  action  at  law,  to  show  absence  of  reason- 
able cause,  they  ought  to  hame  gone  to  the  jury.  [Williams,  J. — 
Sect  52,  which  makes  it  a  misdemeanor  in  the  master  or  x)wner  to 
use,  or  attempt  to  use,  for  the  navigation  of  the  ship  "a  certificate  c^f 
registry  not  legally  granted  in  respect  of  such  ship,"  seems  to  favour 
the  view  which  I  suggested,  that  toe  condition  in  the  bond,  under  the 
earlier  statutes,  was  intended  to  prevent  the  certificate  being  used  for 
any  other  ship  than  that  for  which  it  was  granted.] 

T,  Janes,  in  reply. — ^In  Clarke  v.  Batters,  1  K.  &  J.  242,  the 
party  depositing  the  certificate  was  sole  owner:  and,  looking  at 
that  fact,  yice-Chancellor  Wood  must  be  taken  to  have  laid  down 
only  this,  that  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  89  did  not  prohibit  the  sole  owner 
of  a  ship  creating  a  charge  on  it  by  depositing  the  certificate.  That 
decision  (indepecudently  of  the  fact  that  it  did  not  turn  upon  the 
^construction  of  the  statute  now  in  question)  does  not  show  r«o^A 
that  when  the  deposit  has  been  made  by  the  captain  and  part  L  ^'^ 
owner,  he  can,  in  his  character  of  captain  only,  claim  it  back,  as  being 
entitled  to  it  for  the  purposes  of  navigation.  Sect.  50  does  not  pro- 
vide for  the  application  of  the  penalty.  [Btlbs,  J. — The  application 
of  the  penalty,  under  sect.  624,  by  way  of  compensation,  is  not  obliga^ 
tory  upon  the  justices.]  It  is  not.  But,  if  the  penalty  be  so  applied^ 
the  owner  would,  if  an  action  at  law  lies,  recover  double  compensa- 
tion ;  which  clearly  was  not  the  object  of  the  Legislature. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Williahs,  J.,  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

This  case  turns  on  the  construction  of  the  first  sentence  in  sect.  50 
of  stat.  17  k  18  Vict.  c.  104. 

We  are  not  without  doubt  whether  the  Act  by  this  introductory 
portion  of  the  section,  viz.,  "  the  certificate''  ''  shall  be  used  only  for 
the  lawful  navigation  of  the  ship,"  meant  anything  more  than  to  state 
a  good  reason  for  the  enactment  which  immediately  follows,  viz.,  "and 
shall  not  be  subject  to  detention  by  reason  of  any  title,  lien,  charge, 
or  interest  whatsoever  which  any  owner,  mortgagee,  or  other  person 
may  have  or  claim  to  have  on  or  in  the  ship  described  in  such  certifi« 
eate."  Nor  can  we  accede  to  the  argument  that  this  first  sentence  itx 
Kct.  60  was  intended  as  a  substitute  for  that  portion  of  the  condition 
of  the  bond  required  to  be  given  to  the  Crown  by  the  former  Acts, 
bnt  not  by  the  present,  which  provided  that  the  certificate  should  not 
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be  80I4  loot,  or  otherwiae  dkpoead  of,  but  sokily  mlidid'  use  df  f<}t 
*2711  ^^^  aemee  of  ifae  flbip  fiof  wbieh  it  wm  granted.  For  U  t{^ 
.  -'  pears  to  us  that  tiie  object  of  the  bond  was  to  presr^nt  an  abaa» 
pf  tbe  oertificatei  by  employing  it  for  the  purposes  of  some  ship  for 
wbich  it  was  not  granted :  and  that  tbia  object  is  aragfat  to  be  attained, 
in  Hhe  present  statute,  by  tbe  penal  enaotments  of  the  I4)d  and  58d 
sections,  in  lieu  of  the  bond. 

The  construction,  however,  whieb  tbe  Court  of  Queen's  Bemfa  has 
put  on  the  part  of  the  section  in  question  is,  that  it  mm  itttended  to  be 
U  direct  and  independent  prohibition  of  aoy  dealing  with  tbe  certifi* 
cate  for  any  other  purpose  than  the  nayigation  of  the  ship ;  and  that; 
as  this  pronibition  must  necessarily  include  such  a  pledge  of  the  oe^ 
iificate  as  was  relied  on  for  the  cmnoe  in  this  caae,  tbe  pledge  was 
illegal  and  void,  and  could  not  affoid  «ay  justification  for  the  refusal 
to  giTC  up  the  instrument. 

^otwitDStanding  the  doubt  we  hay«k  above  eacpreesed,  we  eaanet 
eay  we  are  satis^d  that  the  Court  of  Queen's  Be&Eoh  was  wrong  in 
kbis  view ;  and  therefore  we  think  the  judgment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 
•r  J^udgmeAtafiniMd. 


.^272]  *LEE  V.  QtOFFm.    May  9. 

*  SiaiuU  of  t)raud$.^Good9  $M  ttnd  dddfcreS.-^Wwk  tmi  LiAat». 

'  1.  A  oontrMt  to  make  a  let  df  lurtifioial  teeth  U  a  eootraet  for  the  sale  of  goodM^  waiM,  or 
"teerohanditof,  within  the  17th  feotion  of  the  dtatttte  of  IVandi,  f9  Car.  i,  e.  S. 
*.    S.  A.  orderedofB.  aMtofartlil<4alteHli,  «hiehi»«iMhjrthetotiiiQCtaeMninietii»b«Sllil 
to  her  mo«th ;  before  thejr  irere  to  SUed  A.  died.    Held,  Hbmi  B.  could  not  eqe  A.'e  evt^vter  M 
ma  action  for  work  and  labonr  done,  nnd  mattrlAU  prorided  for  liia  testatrix. 

S.  In  that  case,  as  soon  ai  the  teeth  were  readj,  B.  wrote  to  A.,  reifttesting  her  te  appoint  a 
day  when  he  eonld  see  her  for  the  pnrpose  of  fitttttg  them,  to  whieli  she  replied  as  fallows  !-^ 
«  My  dear  Sir.  I  re^t,  aAer  yonr  kind  effoH  to  M\g$  m^  my  henUh  wiM  ptevwiit  my  taklftf 
liidTUilnfe of  tha early  day.  Iter  l^fty  aot  benklsAireo^De.days.  Tonts*  Ac.**  BWd,  tMt 
.here  was  do  snficient  menioraadnni  of  a  contract  within  the  meaninf  of  that  section. 
.  4.  Per  Crompton  and  Blackburn,  Js.  In  order  to  decide  whether  a  contract  be  for  work  ind 
labonr,  or  for  the  sale  of  a  chattel,  tbe  ratne  of  the  skill  und  labour,  i«  cdbpafed  with  that  o^ 
the  laaterial  supplied,  is  sot  a  eriterfon. 

DifiCLABATiON  against  the  defendant,  as  the  executor  of  one  f^rances 
P.,  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  for 
pork  and  labour  done  and  materials  provided  by  tbe  plaintiff  as  a 
surgeon-dentist  for  the  said  Fraiices  P. 

Plea.    That  the  said  Frances  P.  never  was  indebted  as  alleged. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  tbe  sum  of  21  ^  for  two  sets  of 
urtiflcial  teeth  ordered  by  the  deceased. 

At  the  trial,  before  Crompton,  J.,  at  the  Sittings  for  Middlesex  after 
Michaelmas  Term,  1860,  it  was  proved  by  tbe  plaintiff  that  be  bad,  in 
pursoance  qt  an  order  fVom  the  deceased,  prepared  a  model  of  her 
mouth  and  made  two  sets  of  artificial  teeth ;  as  soon  as  they  were 
jready  be  wrote  a  letter  to  tbe  deceasedi  requesting  her  to  appoint  a 
^27S1  ^^^  when  he  could  see  her  for  the  purpose  ^of  fitting  them. 
^  To  this  communication  the  deceased  replied  as  follows. 


I .  BLUB^  BfeSV^ Jk^MMMv  4i  ^ft.  tPI 


'-"'--•  — -•• 


■«^W«Wi^«i^^« 


"Uy  dear  Sii*:  I  ngtet^  dier  ;rter  kind  «SiH  l<v  ()bUg«  tM«'Ml^> 
hetlth  vill  prevent  my  taking  advantage  of  the  early  day.  I  iMir  i> 
may  not  be  able  tor  Bom^  d&yisi  .  ¥ckli«y  lie.    C^jtAltOss  P.*^  •  > 

Shortly  after  writing  the  above  tetttor,  Finncita  Vi  died.  OH  Ih^e 
bA  the  defendant's  coansri  contended  thiat  the  pteinKff  nought  to  W 
nonsnited,  on  the  ground  that  there  DMi  tt^  evviM^e  of  a  deliy^lt)^- 
aad  aeceptance  of  the  goods  by  the  A^eftsed^  Mr  in^  tni^OrMdUlii* 
in  writing  ol  a  contract  wtthin  the  ittebninji^  of  the  l^th  ftectidb  dP  * 
the  Statute  of  Frauds,  S»  Oar.  2,  c.  8,  and  the  learbed  Judg^  wia  t^i 
tiiat  ofnnion.  The  plainiifiTs  counsel  tfaii^n  eoiltetkd»d  thi&t,  on  iUe' 
authority  of  Clay  v.  Yates^  1  H.  J^  N.  78,t  th^  pl&intiff  eoirid  i'ieieov^* 
in  the  action  on  the  eonnt  for  work  and  laboul*  done  And  fatatoriaii-, 
provided^  The  kamml  Judge  deelined  to  iKMisnity  Und  direct  A 
verdict  for  the  amount  claimed  to  be  ent«Md  fai  the  plaintifi;  With  I 
lisTe  to  the  ddfendant  to  move  to  etiter  aUcHisnlt  of  V^itii. ,  ' 

In  Hilary  Term  foUewiiig,  a  tule  hisi  having  b^eli  obtaiflfed  a666Hl- : 

PateheU  now  showed  oatlse.-^l.  9hR  ppin<sipiJil  question  in  thi^  iftilde 
is,  whether  the  essence  of  the  oohtrabt  iii  the  id  eolint  is  in  the  wo^kf 
aad  labour,  or  in  the  fnaterials  thit  wtsfe  fbund;  The  dee«a^  \hif 
truth,  ooniraoted  fo^  the  skill  of  the  demist  and  the  tnAt6tiAVi  ans  t 
merely  ancillary  to  the  wDrk  and  hbour :  Glhy  ff.  Vilti^  [Htul,  J.-^f 
The  circumstances  in  Clay  v.  Yates  ai«  petulialr.  It  idrttis  It  «itte  of  ft  > 
printer  employed  to  print  a  book.  If  I  «m|)logr  it  man  to  priht  foi^i 
me  I  *must  give  him  somethitig  to  print  from^  and  he  does  his  fi^Ahi  * 
work  with  my  materials;  he  also,  to  a  certain  extentv  Bu|)f>Hes  ^ 
his  own  materials,  bitt  they  afe  only  a»eeM>rial.  The  present  ease  ia> 
more  like  Towers  t;.  Osborne,  1  Sti*.  608)  and  othi^  similar  case%  ^ 
which  were  decided  on  the  Statute  cf  Flrauds,  b^ftti^e  the  pasirin^  of 
Lord  Tenterden's  Aot»  9  G.  4,  c.  14«]  This  ebse  is  Htlt  to  he  diStiir-J 
gaished  from  that  of  an  artist  employed  to  paint  a  pictut^  In  €lajr  t 
t^.  Yates,  1  H.  &  Ni  76,t  Martin,  B.>  saya  ''Bnppase  an  artiaii 
paiats  a  portrait  for  800  guineas,  and  supplies  tM  eonvus  for  it/ 
worth  10s.,  surely  he  might  recoter  under  a  count  for  Irofk  andt 
laboar,"  and  Pollock,  C.B.,  in  his  Judgment,  says^  '"In  the  eail*) 
of  a  work  of  art,  whether  in  gold»  s»Ter^  inarbH  or  plaster^  IrheMn 
the  application  of  skill  and  labour  is  of  the  hWhest  de8orq[)titnlf  f 
and  toe  material  is  of  no  importaMe  aa  compared  with  the  laboiit\  i 
the  price  may  be  recov^^  as  wotk»  labohr^  and  iaiaterials.''  Sai 
here  the  ivory  used  hi  the  trork  Was  of  tnsi^ifica&t  vahie  cdih* 
pared  to  the  skill  employed.  [B«<A<HCBUltli)  J.-H^Atkihsoh  I;.  ^I^  8 . 
B  &  C.  277  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  l&X^^  ^^  exprtes  authority  against  y^ra ; 
thoi^h  the  dictum  of  Bajrley,  J.,  pp.  286-4,  that  a  plaintiff  (Mnn<itt 
maintain  an  action  for  work  and  labour^  where  the  labout  #as  bew 
stowed  on  his  own  materials,  is  not  )awi  and  has  been  dissented  front  •* 
in  Grafton  v.  Armit»ge,  2  G.  B.  886  (£.  &  h.  B.  nA.  62),  imd  dM: 

in  Clay  V.  Yates,  1  H.  A  N.  78.t]  ! 

2.  If  the  plaintiff  cannot  recKTv^r  on  the  ootth't  for  ^^rbrk  and  litbcMf^f 

he  ean  maintain  his  action  on  the  ^unt  for  goddd  bargained  |ind  wMi 

The  letter  written  by  the  deceased  is  a  snAcieftl  mdmdrandnm  tif  a, 
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contract  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds:  Ridgway  v.  Wbarton,  6  H.  L. 
Ca.  288. 

*2751       ^Oriffi^r  iT^  support  of  the  rule,  was  not  called  upon  to 
J  argue. 

Grompton,  J. — I  think  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  made  abso- 
lute. On  the  second  point  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  as  I  was  at  the 
trial.  There  is  not  any  sufficient  memorandum  in  writing  of  a  con- 
tract to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  The  case  decided  in  the  House 
of  Lords,  to  which  reference  has  been  made  during  the  argument,  is 
dearly  distinguishable.  That  case  only  decided  that  if  a  document, 
which  is  silent  as  to  the  particulars  of  a  contract,  refers  to  another 
document  which  contains  such  particulars,  parol  evidence  is  admissible 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  what  docament  is  referred  to.  Assuming 
in  this  case,  that  the  two  documents  were  sufficiently  connected,  still 
there  would  not  be  any  sufficient  evidence  of  the  contract.  The  con- 
tract in  question  was  to  deliver  some  particular  teeth  to  be  made  in  a 
particular  way,  bat  these  letters  do  not  refer  to  any  particular  bar- 
gain, nor  in  any  manner  disclose  its  terms. 

The  main  question  which  arose  at  the  trial  was,  whether  the  contract 
in  the  second  count  could  be  treated  as  one  for  work  and  labour,  or 
whether  it  was  a  contract  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  The  distinc- 
tion between  these  two  causes  of  action  is  sometimes  very  fine ;  but, 
where  the  contract* is  for  a  chattel  to  be  made  and  delivered,  it  clearly 
is  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods.  There  are  some  cases  in  which 
the  supply  of  the  materials  is  ancillary  to  the  contract,  as  in  the  case 
of  a  printer  supplying  the  paper  on  which  a  book  is  printed.  In 
siHch  a  case  an  action  might  perhaps  be  brought  for  work  and  labour 
done,  and  materials  provided,  as  it  could  hardly  be  said  that  the  sub- 
*2761  j^^'™^^^^^  ^^  ^^®  contract  *was  the  sale  of  a  chattel :  perhaps 
-'  it  is  more  in  the  nature  of  a  contract  merely  to  exercise  skill 
and  labour.  Clay  v.  Yates,  1  H.  &  N.  78,t  turned  on  its  own  pecu- 
liar circumstances.  I  entertain  some  doubt  as  to  the  correctness  of 
that  decision ;  but  I  certainly  do  not  agree  to  the  proposition  that  the 
value  of  the  skill  and  labour,  as  compared  to  that  of  the  material 
supplied,  is  a  criterion  by  which  to  decide  whether  the  contract  be 
for  work  and  labour  or  for  the  sale  of  a  chattel.  Here,  however,  the 
subject-matter  of  the  contmct  was  the  supply  of  goods.  The  case 
bears  a  strong  resemblance  to  that  of  a  tailor  supplying  a  coat,  the 
measurement  of  the  mouth  and  fitting  of  the  teetn  being  analogous 
to  the  measurement  and  fitting  of  the  garment. 

Hill,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that  the  decision  in  Clay 
V.  Yates,  1  H.  &  N.  78,t  is  perfectly  right.  That  was  not  a  case  in 
which  a  party  ordered  a  chattel  of  another  which  was  afterwards  to 
be  made  and  delivered,  but  a  case  in  which  the  subject-matter  of 
the  contract  was  the  exercise  of  skill  and  labour.  Wherever  a  con- 
tract is  entered  into  for  the  manufacture  of  a  chattel,  there  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  contract  is  the  sale  and  delivery  of  the  chattel,  and  the 
party  supplying  it  cannot  recover  for  work  and  labour.  Atkinson  v. 
Bell,  8  B.  &  C.  277  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  16),  is,  in  my  opinion,  good  law, 
with  the  exception  of  the  dictum  of  Bayley,  J.,  which  is  repudiated 
by  Maule,  J.,  in  Grafton  v.  Armitage,  2  C.  B.  889  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  62), 
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wbere  lie  says :  "  In  order  to  sustain  a  count  for  work  and  labour,  it 
18  not  necessary  that  the  work  and  labour  should  be  performed  upon 
materials  that  are  the  property  of  the  plaintiff."-  And  Tindal,  C.  J , 
in  his  judgment  in  the  same  case,  p.  840,  *points  out  that  in  r^Mnj 
the  application  of  the  observations  of  Bayley,  J.,  regard  must  ^ 
be  haii  to  the  particular  facts  of  the  case.  In  every  other  respect, 
therefore,  the  case  of  Atkinson  v.  Bell  is  law.  I  think  that  these 
authorities  are  a  complete  answer  to  the  point  taken  at  the  trial  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff. 

When,  however,  the  facts  of  this  case  are  looked  at,  I  cannot  see 
hovr,  wholly  irrespective  of  the  question  arising  under  the  Statute  of 
Frauds,  this  action  can  be  maintained.  The  contract  entered  into  by 
the  plaintiff  with  the  deceased  was  to  supply  two  sets  of  teeth,  which 
were  to  be  made  for  her  and  fitted  to  her  mouth,  and  then  to  be  paid 
for.  Through  no  default  on  her  part,  she  having  died,  they  never 
were  fitted :  no  action  can  therefore  be  brought  by  the  plaintiff. 

Blackbubn,  J. — On  the  second  point,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 
letter  is  not  a  sufficient  memorandum  in  writing  to  take  the  case  out 
of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

On  the  other  point,  the  question  is  whether  the  contract  was  one 
for  the  sale  of  goods  or  for  work  and  labour.  I  think  that  in  all 
cases,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  action  ought  to  be  brought  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  or  for  work  and  labour  done  and  materials 
provided,  we  must  look  at  the  particular  contract  entered  into  between 
the  parties.  If  the  contract  be  such  that,  when  carried  out,  it  would 
resmt  in  the  sale  of  a  chattel,  the  party  cannot  sue  for  work  and 
labour;  but,  if  the  result  of  the  contract  is  that  the  party  has  done 
work  and  labour  which  ends  in  nothing  that  can  become  the  subject 
of  a  sale,  the  party  cannot  sue  for  goods  sold  and  delivered.  The 
case  of  an  attorney  employed  *to  prepare  a  deed  is  an  illustra-  r>ico7g 
tioQ  of  this  latter  proposition.  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  '- 
paper  and  ink  he  uses  in  the  preparation  of  the  deed  are  goods  sold 
ana  delivered.  The  case  of  a  printer  printing  a  book  would  most 
probably  fall  within  the  same  category.  In  Atkinson  v.  Bell,  8  B.  & 
C.  277  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  16),  the  contract,  if  carried  out,  would  have 
rrsulted  in  Ihe  sale  of  a  chattel.  In  Grafton  v.  Armitage,  2  C.  B.  840 
(K  C.  L.  R.  vol.  52),  Tindal,  C.  J.,  lays  down  this  very  principle.  He 
draws  a  distinction  between  the  cases  of  Atkinson  v.  Bell  and  that 
before  him.  The  reason  he  gives  is  that,  in  the  former  case,  "  the 
substance  of  the  contract  was  goods  to  be  sold  and  delivered  by  the 
one  party  to  the  other :"  in  the  latter  "  there  never  was  any  intention 
to  make  anything  that  could  properly  become  the  subject  of  an  action 
for  goods  sold  and  delivereo."  I  think  that  distinction  reconciles 
those  two  cases,  and  the  decision  of  Olay  v.  Yates,  1  H.  &  N.  78,t  is 
aot  inconsistent  with  them.  In  the  present  case  the  contract  was  to 
deliver  a  thing  which,  when  completed,  would  have  resulted  in  the 
sale  of  a  chattel ;  in  other  words,  the  substance  of  the  contract  was 
ibr  goods  sold  and  delivered.  I  do  not  think  that  the  test  to  apply  to 
these  cases  is  whether  the  value  of  the  work  exceeds  that  of  the 
materials  used  in  its  execution ;  for,  if  a  sculptor  were  employed  to 
execute  a  work  of  art,  greatly  as  his  skill  and  labour,  supposing  it  to 
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be  otike  highest  desoriptkm^  tnigiil  enaed  tbd  t^diie  of  the  finrble  fM 
Which  he  worked,  the  contraet  wouM,  in  my  opkiion,  net^rtheleoi  bi 
a  oontiaet  for  the  aale  of  a  ohAtleij(e»)  Bole  ftbsdiite. 

{a)  B«pott«4  ^  tt.  iMioy^,  bai. 

See  ike  Mses  *colleeted  in  the  note  81 ;  uni  also  Paiker  v.  Bcltenek,  28 
te  2  Plueeafl  on  Ooatraeta  833* ;  aad  Btfb.  88 ;  Dooovan  «.  Wilson,  26  Id. 
ia  that  to  Gky  v.  Yates,  1  H.  ft  N.    88;  Gerham  •.  Fisher,  80  Verm.  428. 
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The  Judges  who  usxially  sat  in  Wic  in  tliis  term  were  :-^ 

COCKBURN,  C.  J.  CBOXPTON,  J. 

WlGHTXAN,  J.  BlACKBUBN^  J. 


BOMELLIO  V.  HALAOHAK.    May  22. 


Disekar^  under  LuoUaU  Dthtmra'  Adslds2  tiel,  e,  llO^Miidu»ipiwil  in 

icheduU  ofbdl  qfttBehauge, 

1.  If  a  Vill  of  «tehMife  W  iiibitaiitiAUj  deactibeii  in  the  iehednle  of  %  party  wbo  htm  takes 
tha  btafeit  of  tbe  ImolrvM  Dvbtori'  Act,  14)  VioL  o.  110,  an  ttnlntentional  mUtako  in  tha 
teeilfliea,  aithw  of  tba  bill  or  of  tho  partioi  to  it»  wfll  ael  prf(|ii4{M  tbo  ItaaolTOBt. 

1  A  bill  of  oxebaDfa  for  4bi^  dated  80th  October  1850,  had  beea  drawn  b/  an  IttgolTnnt 
VfOB,  and  aeeepted  by.  A,  bat  in  hia  aobedule  the  iniolreat  deieribed  the  bill  aa  drawn  by  A. 
•ad  accepted  by  htniMlf,  and  dated  abont  Norember,  1858.  Tbe  iniolreni  being  aflerwardi 
la^  oa  tbia  bill,  pleaded  bti  diiebarge  under  tbe  Act,  wbeh  tbe  jury  baring  fonnd  upon  tba 
•rideiee  that  the  aiUdeeoriptfon  waa  by  iiiataha :  beM,  t^t  the  defendant  waa  entitled  to  tb^ 
rwdiet 

1  8n4U,  par  Ci^Bptoa,  J.  If  an  iniolrent  knowi  that  a  bm  of  etchaafa  on  whieh  be  1$ 
tubb  baa  been  endoned  orer  to  gome  peraon  unknown,  it  ii  better  for  bini  to  any  go  in  hii 
iibe4«liL 

This  was  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exohange  for  451^  dated  SOtli 
October,  1858,  payable  six  months  after  date«  *drawn  by  the  i-MaA 
defendant  on,  and  accepted  by,  Standish  O^Grady,  endorsed  '- 
by  the  defendant  to  IL  A.  Worman,  |tnd  by  him  to  the  plaintiff  Thfl 
defendant  pleaded  his  discharge  under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Aoti 
142Vict.cllO. 

At  the  trial,  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  Middlesex  Sittingpi  in 
Xsoter  Term  of  1860>  it  appeared  thai  the  defendant  had  taken  tha 
jboQefit  of  the  Insolvent.  Debtors'  Ao^  on  nrhioh  oecasion  he  desoribra 
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in  his  schedule  the  bill  in  question,  and  the  debt  on  which  it  was 
founded,  as  follows : — 


Nam*,  Ae.,  of 
Qrvdilor. 


Kr.  Wonnui, 
129,  Slosne 
Street,  Chelaea. 
Attornejr'*  clerk, 
Creditor,  No.  24. 


Anoant 


£116  mnd 

OOftf. 


Whca 
eontnetad. 


Admitted 
ordSipatad. 


1868 
1859 


Admitted. 


Nfttare  and  flouidaratloo  of  the  debt  and 
any ;  alio  If  tbe  debt  ii  dltpated,  the  rraeon 


if 


Balanee  for  money  borrowed  in  rarione  soma 
f^om  about  April  1^68  to  Febrovj  1869.  I 
gare  bim  tbe  following  bills  of  ezcbaage, 
namely,  46^  drawn  <  by  jgtandith  O'Orady, 
of  16,  Waleot  Place  Weit,  Kennington  Road, 
clerk  to  the  Whiteb^l  Poor  Law  Board  (for 
my  Qse),  and  accepted  by  me,  dated  aboat 
NoTomber  1868,  at  iiz  montba. 

(Here  followed  the  other  bills.) 


There  was  no  other  bill  between  these  parties.  The  plaintiff  with 
the  view  of  showing  that,  at  the  time  of  signing  his  schedule,  the 
defendant  knew  the  bill  was  not  in  the  hands  of  Worman,  but  of  the 
plaintiff,  gave  evidence  that  notice  of  dishonour  had  been  sent  by  him 
to  the  defendant  by  post ;  and  a  letter  from  Worman  to  the  defendant 
was  produced,  stating  that  he  had  received  notice  of  dishonour  of  the 
bill  from  a  large  firm  in  the  city.  Worman  was  also  examined  as  a 
witness,  and  said  that  in  that  letter  he  mentioned  the  large  house  in 
the  city  as  a  matter  of  form.  The  defendant,  on  the  other  baud, 
deposed  that  at  the  time  in  question  he  had  not  received  the  notice  of 
dishonour,  and  did  not  know  where  the  bill  was.  The  jury  disbe- 
*2R11  ^^^^^^  ^^®  evidence  ^adduced  by  the  plaintiff,  and  returned  a 
-I  verdict  for  the  defendant,  saying  that  they  believed  the  mis- 
description of  the  bill  in  the  schedule  to  have  been  by  mistake ;  and 
leave  was  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  on  the 
question  whether  the  bill  was  sufficiently  described  in  the  schedule 
of  the  defendant,  so  as  to  bar  the  plaintiff  {torn  bringing  this  action. 

ff.  T,  Ook,  in  the  same  term,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

Douxiestuell  showed  cause. — This  case  turns  on  certain  sections  of 
the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110. 

Sect.  69.  "  Every  prisoner  whose  estate  shall,  by  an  order  to  be 
made  under  this  act,  be  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  said 
Court  for  the  Belief  of  Insolvent  Debtors  (whether  upon  his  own 
petition  or  on  the  petition  of  any  such  creditor  as  aforesaid),  shall, 
within  the  space  of  fourteen  days  next  after  such  order  shall  have 
been  made,  or  next  after  notice  in  writing  of  such  order  having  been 
made  shall  have  been  given  to  him,  in  case  such  order  shall  not  have 
been  made  on  his  own  petition,  or  within  such  further  time  as  the 
said  Court  shall  think  reasonable,  deliver  in  to  the  said  Court  a 
schedule,  containing  a  full  and  fair  description  of  such  prisoner,  as  to 
his  name  or  names,  trade  or  trades,  profession  or  professions,  together 
with  the  last  usual  place  of  abode  of  such  prisoner,  and  the  place  or 
places  where  he  has  resided  during  the  time  when  his  debts  were 
contracted ;  and  also  a  full  and  true  description  of  all  debts  due  or 
*2821  E^^'^S  ^^^  ^^™  ^^^^  prisoner  at  the  time  of  making  such 
^  order,  and  of  all  and  every  person  and  persons  to  *whom 
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such  prisoner  shall  be  indebted,  or  who  to  bis  knowledge  or  belief 
ahill  claim  to  be  bis  creditors,  together  with  the  nature  and  amount 
of  such  debts  and  claims  respectively,  distinguishing  such  as  shall  be 
admitted  from  such  as  shall  be  disputed  by  such  prisoner,  &c. ;"  "and 
tbe  said  schedule  shall  be  subscribed  by  such  prisoner,  and  shall 
forthwith  be  filed  in  the  said  Court,  together  witn  all  books,  papers, 
deeds,  and  writings  in  any  way  relating  to  such  prisoner's  estate  or 
effects,  in  his  or  her  possession,  or  under  his  or  her  custody  or  control.'* 
Sect.  75.  "  After  such  examination  of  any  such  prisoner  as  herein- 
before directed  it  shall  be  lawful  at  such  hearing  or  adjourned  hearing 
as  aforesaid  for  the  said  Court  or  commissioner  or  justices,  upon  such 
prisoner's  swearing  to  the  truth  of  his  schedule,  and  executing  such 
warrant  of  attorney  as  is  hereinafter  directed,  to  adjudge  that  such 
prisoner  shall  be  discharged  from  custody,  and  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  this  Act,  at  such  time  as  the  said  Court,  or  commissioner,  or  justices 
shall  direct,  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  hereinafter  contained  in 
that  behalf,  as  to  the  several  debts  and  sums  of  money  due  or  claimed 
to  be  due  at  the  time  of  making  such  vesting  order  as  aforesaid  from 
such  prisoner  to  the  several  persons  named  in  his  schedule  as  creditors, 
or  claiming  to  be  creditors,  for  the  same  respectively,  or  for  which 
such  persons  shall  have  given  credit  to  such  prisoner  before  the  time 
of  making  such  vesting  order  as  aforesaid,  and  which  were  not  then 
payable,  and  as  to  the  claims  of  all  other  persons,  not  known  to  such 

trisoner  at  the  time  of  such  adjudication,  who  may  be  endorsees  or 
olders  of  any  negotiable  security  set  forth  in  such  schedule  so  sworn 
to  as  aforesaid." 

*Tfae  statute  would  be  a  nullity  if  objections  like  the  pre-  r^toftS 
sent  were  allowed  to  prevail.  Parties  who  pass  the  Insolvent  '- 
Debtors'  Court  do  not  keep  copies  of  the  instruments  which  they  are 
bound  to  describe  in  their  schedules ;  so  that  extreme  accuracy  in  the 
description  of  those  documents  cannot  there  be  required.  The  only 
sttthority  in  point  on  this  subject  is  Nias  v.  Nicholson,  2  C.  ft  P.  120 
(E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  12).  There  an  insolvent,  in  his  schedule,  described 
a  bill  as  drawn  by  himself  on  M.  and  then  in  the  hands  of  D.,  which 
had  in  reality  been  drawn  by  M.  on  the  insolvent,  and  endorsed  over 
by  D.  to  W.  Lord  Tenterden,  0.  J.,  in  summing  up  to  the  jury,  said, 
"As  in  the  case  of  bills,  they  may  be  endorsed  over  without  his"  (the 
insolvent's)  "knowledge,  and  therefore  he  may  not  know  the  actual 
holders,  it  is  sufficient  that  he  describe  the  bill  so  as  to  show  what  bill 
it  is,  and  through  whom  it  has  passed."  *  *  *  "I  shall  leave  the 
oase  to  you  in  this  way, — ^if  you  think  that  the  bill  mentioned  in  the 
schedule  is  intended  and  meant  for  this  same  bill,  and  that  the  mis* 
description  is  a  mistake,  and  not  intended  to  deceive  any  one,  then 
the  verdict  ought  to  be  for  the  defendant ;  but  if  you  think  that  this 
was  not  the  bill  meant,  or  that  if  it  was  the  bill  meant,  the  change  in 
the  description  was  made  to  deceive  or  defraud  any  one,  then  the  ver- 
dict should  be  for  the  plaintiff."  (He  was  then  stopped,  the  Court 
saying  that  they  were  not  aware  of  the  finding  of  the  jury  when  they 
panted  the  rule.) 

Hawkins  and  M,  T.  Oole,  in  support  of  the  rule. — 1.  The  letter  and 
evidence  of  Worman  show  that  he  was  wrongly  described  in  the  de* 
Gndant's  schedule  as  holder  of  this  bill  of  exchange^  and  that  the 
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^841  v^ai&tlf  onglit  to  have  *been  deeenbed  as  the  hoUep  of  H.  Ai 
'^  ^  least  tbe  evidence  eetablishea  that  the  defendant  was  avara 
that  the  bill  was  aidorsed  arer  by  Wonnan  to  some  peraoen  unknown. 
[WlOHTMAX,  X-->-Wo9rmaii  says,  in  bis  letter,  that  he  receired  notice 
of  dishoBour  of  it  from  '*  a  large  firm  in  the  citj."  That  conld  «ot 
mean  the  plaintiff.  Me  also  said  that  he  onlj  pat  that  in  his  letter  as 
matter  of  form.]  In  Beck  v,  Bevwly,  11  M.  &  W.  84S,  848,t  Park^, 
B.,  says:  '^The  proper  course  is  to  insert  the  holder^  name  in  the 
sohednle,  or  to  state  that  he  is  not  known ;  otherwise  it  is  no  discharge  ^ 
against  the  holder."  [Gbomfton,  J. — The  judgment  of  Lord  Camp- 
bell, G.  J.y  in  Booth  v.  Ck>ldman,  IE.  &  E.  414,  seems  to  show  that 
those  remarks  of  Parke,  B.,  only  mean  that  the  party  shall  gire  as 
f\itl  a  disclosnrte  as  he  cim.] 

2.  The  original  parties  to  this  bill  of  exchaftge  are  misdescribed  ia 
the  schedule ;  the  drawer  being  erroneously  stated  to  be  the  aeoeptor, 
and  the  acceptor  the  drawer.  Seet.  98  of  the  statute  excuses  the 
insolvent  if  he  mistakes  the  amount  of  a  debt,  claim,  or  balance ;  but 
no  other  misdescription  is  excused.  [WiGfflTiCAir,  J.-^It  must  alwajs 
be  a  question  of  degree.  If  extreme  accuracy  were  required,  the 
omission  of  a  letter  would  be  &tal.]  Niaa  v.  Nicholson  was  not  de^ 
eided  on  this  statute^  buit  on  the  old  Act,  1  Q.  4^  o.  119,  s.  6.  [Bljlck- 
Bir-RK,  J. — There  is  no  material  difference  in  the  langiuge  of  the  two^ 
statutes.}  In  Kemp  v^  Hurry,  11  Sxch.  47,t  the  &fendant  had  ac^ 
cepted  a  bill  for  26t  T^.  (kL,  drawn  by  W.,  as  a  renewal  of  a  bill 
aoeepted  by  the  defendant's  partner.  The  defendant  petitioned  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  and  named  in  his  schedule  as  creditors  the 
representatives  of  W.,  who  was  dead,  with  this  description,  "  Amount 

*28o1  *^^  ^^^^*  ^^^'  These  creditors  hold  a  bill  of  exchange  draivn 
^  ^  by  self  and  partner,  and  afterwards  renewed  by  self."  It  was 
hdid  that  the  bill  was  not  prepay  deseribed  in  the  schedule.  In 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  Piatt,  B.,  said:  "There  is 
nothing  on  the  &ce  of  this  description  whieh  would  enable  any  one 
reasonably  to  say  that  the  bill  on  which  this  action  is  brought  is  set 
forth  in  the  schedule."  Martin,  B.,  added:  ''In  reality,  all  that  is 
mentioned  in  the  schedule  respecting  this  bill  is,  that  it  is  a  renewal 
and  afterwards  renewed  by  sen.  To  hold  sueh  a  description  sufficient 
would  be  to  substitute  a  verbal  statement  fctf  a  writt^i  documeojL" 
Niafts  V.  Niohoteon,  2  C.  &  P.  120  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  12^  was  cited  in 
that  case.  [Wiqstiman,  J.-^^In  Kemp  tf.  Hurry,  there  was  a  mistoktf 
in  the  amount :  moreover,  the  bill  was  ugA  described  as  accepted  bjr 
any  one.}  In  Lambert  v.  Smith,  11  C.  B.  858  (E.  O.  L.  ».  voL  7*^ 
the  action  was  upon  a  bill  aoeepted  by  the  defendant,  payable  to  the 
plaintifl^  or  order ;  and  the  defendant,  having  in  his  schedule  stated 
the  name  of  his  original  creditor  and  described  the  debt,  added,  "I 
gave  my  acceptance  to  a  bill  drawn  by  him  16th  February  1849,.  al 
thirty*five  davs,"  it  was  held  that  the  plainti£b,  not  being  named  as 
holders,  the  defendant  was  not  discharged  as  to  their  claim  upon  thbS 
bill.  [B&ACKBURN,  J. — ^That  case  was  decided  on  the  authority  el 
Pugh  V.  Hookham,  5  C.  &  P.  876  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  24);  which  does  mH 
bear  it  out]  [They  iJso  cited  Symons  v.  May, '6  Exch.  707,t  under 
the  Indito  Insolvent  Debtors?  Aet,  11  k  12  Viet  o.  21,  Franklin  ^ 
fi0o«)ey^  1  B.  4  K  426,  and  Biroham  v.  TRalken  1  L*  T.  N.  &  ISBu}. 


I   ^ 


^Coc^BURVt  ^A  J- — ^Two  objec^lox^  we  t^ken  to  the  doscrip-  t^ma 
tion  of  this  bill  of  exchange  in  the  sehedule  filed  by  the  ^  ^^ 
defieod^Bt  vheu  passing  through  the  loBolvent  Debtors'  Courts  bj^ 
jeasoaof  'whiob  it  is  oontended  thi^t  the  pl^iutilT  can  still  recover  oo 
the  bilL  One  i/^  that  the  biU  ia  incojrreeuv  described,  in  this,  that  il( 
ia  deacnbcKl  as  a  \>J31  **  c^ccepted  by  the  (tefendant/^  and  ''  draum  \yf 
SlsmdiBh  O'Gracly,"  whereas,  in  fi^t  it  was  "  drawn''  by  the  defendant, 
aad  "accepted"  oy  O'Grady.  The  second  objection  is,  that  a  person 
of  the  name  of  Worman  is  described  aa  endorsee  and  holder  of  the 
bill,  whereas  in  fa^  it  had  been  made  over  to  the  plaintiff  by  endorse-. 
meat^ 

As  to  the  &TP^  objection,  this  case  is  governed  by  the  ruling  in  Niaa 
V.  Nicholson.  That  caae,  although  only  a  Nisi  Frius  djecision,  was 
i^ptedbythe  profession  a3  sound  doctrine;  it  has  been  considered 
nod  law  ever  since ;  and  is,  J,  think,  founded  on  a  substantial  basis* 
The  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act  requires,  a^  a  condition  of  exoneration 
from  a  debt,  that  the  party  shall  give  "  a  full  and  true  description"  of 
it.  But  these  words  must  receive  a  reasonable  interpretation ;  thus, 
for  instance,  a  mere  inaccuracy  in  the  desoinption^  unaccompanied  by 
aayintent  to  deceive,  and  not  calculated  to.aeceive,  will  not  vitiate  it, 

The  result  and  effect  of  the  cal^es  on  this  subject  is  truly  stated  by 
my  brother  Bvles,  in  his  well-known  book  on  Bills  of  Exchange,  p«, 
415  (7th  ed.),  and  his  conclusions  are  perfectly  consistent  with  reason. 
He  says,  "  If  the  bill  be  substantially  described  in  the  schediile,  an 
unintentional  mistake  in  the  descriptioA,,  ^either  of  the  bill  or  r^^o* 
of  the  parties  to  it,  will  not  prejudice  the  insolvent"  Nios  v.  ^ 
Kicholsoi^  2  a  A  P.  120  (E.  C.  H  R.  vol  12),  as  I  have  said,  governs 
ilbds  case*  AH  the  cases  referred  to  in  the  argument  by  the  plaii^tiff 's 
counsel  are  distinguishable  from  that  case.  None  of  them  have  gooid 
the  length  of  overruling  it.  or  (as  I  think)  impeaching  the  soundness 
(f  the  doctrine  contain^  in  it.  There  is  therefore  nothing  in  tb^ 
first  objection. 

Then  it  is  said  the  plaintiff  wsfi  bolder  of  this  bill,  and  shoujld 
have  been  so  described  bv  the  defendant  in  the  schedule.  If  it  wero 
known  to  the  defendant  that  the  bill,  which  th,e  schedule  describes  ai^ 
Wog  in  the  hands  of  Worman  as.  holder,  was  in  the  hands  of  the 
plaintiff,  the  objection  would  haye  been  well  founded.  But  that  if 
not  the  ease  here :  at  all  events,  whether  the  defendant  was  aware  of 
that  &ct  would  be  a  question  for  the. jury.  The  statute  only  requirea 
that  a  man  who  is  describing  debta  which  he  owes  shall  describe  the 
persons  whom  he  knows  or  believes  t<^.  be  his  creditors.  If  he  has 
given  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  A.,  which  is  endorsed  to  B.,  but  the  insol- 
vent does  not  know  tha^  and  W  no  reason  to  believe  that  such  wan 
the  case,  he  is  not  to  lose  the  benefit' of  the  Act  on  that  account. 

It  is  true  that  in  this  case  there  is  som,e  evidenoe  of  notice  by  Wor- 
man  to  the  defendant  that  the  bill  was  in  the  hands  of  a  mercantile 
firm  in  the  city.  But,  on  the  other  hand,  Worman  admitted  in  evi- 
lence  that,  when  he  sent  that  notice  to  the  defendant,  it  was  not  meant 
as  a  reality,  but  as  a  matter  of  form,  in  order,  it  would  seem,  to 
stimulate  the  defendant  to  take  up  the  bill ;  in  other  words,  that  it 
was  a  mere  delusion.    Possibly  it  may  have  been  so  taken  Vy  the 
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♦2881  d^fe^dant ;  and  *I  cannot  blame  him  for  looking  at  it  as  a  piece 
-I  of  form,  when  such  is  the  account  given  of  it  by  Worman 
himself.  At  all  events  the  question  was  one  of  fact  for  the  jury ;  and, 
if  the  point  had  been  made,  it  woidd  have  been  left  to  them  to  say 
whether  such  was  the  beli^  of  the  insolvent  at  the  time  he  signed  his 
schedule,  i.  c,  whether  he  believed  at  that  time  that  the  bill  had  got 
into  the  hands  of  another  holder.  That  was  not  left  to  the  jury,  nor 
was  it  asked  to  be  left  to  them,  and  we  cannot  assume  the  fact  against 
the  defendant,  especially  as  we  think  that,  if  that  question  had  been 
left  to  the  jury,  they  would  have  found  in  his  favour.  The  second 
ground  of  objection,  therefore,  also  fails,  and  this  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 

WiOHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion  on  both  points, 
and  for  the  reasons  given  by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice.  If  the  defenda«:t 
had  adopted,  in  his  schedule,  the  description  of  this  bill  suggest<d 
by  Worman,  there  might  have  been  ground  for  calling  it  a  misdescrip- 
tion. 

Cbompton,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  On  the  first  point  we 
ought  to  be  governed  by  Nias  v.  Nicholson,  2  G.  &  P.  120  (E.  C.  L.  R, 
vol.  12),  and  I  think  the  way  in  which  my  brother  Byles  lays  down 
the  law  on  this  subject  in  his  Treatise  on  Law  of  Bills  of  Exchange 
(p.  415,  7th  ed.),  is  right.  I  think  this  bill  was  substantially  described 
according  to  the  principle  laid  down  by  Lord  Tenterden,  C.  J.,  in 
Nias  V.  Nicholson, — that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  his  discharge 
unless  the  jury  thought  the  description  likely  to  mislead.  The  case 
is  put  before  us  plainly  on  the  ground  that  this  is  such  a  misdescrip- 
^8d1  ^^^^  ^^  vitiates  the  ^discharge,  but  we  must  remember  that  that 
^  case  was  decided  thirty-five  years  ago,  and  has  been  acted  on 
by  the  profession  ever  since ;  and,  I  must  conclude,  was  not  intended 
to  be  overruled  by  the  legislature  in  the  subsequent  enactments  on 
this  subject.  I  have  a  strong  impression  that,  when  the  law  is  settled 
in  a  particular  way  by  decisions  of  the  Courts,  the  legislature  must 
be  supposed  to  have  adopted  the  law  as  so  settled  if  they  afterwards 
use  tne  same  words  in  an  enactment.  We,  therefore,  ought  not  to 
interfere  with  that  case,  which  is  very  good  sense.  And  I  agree  with 
my  brother  Wightman,  that  if  the  defendant  had  adopted  the  descrip* 
tion  suggested  by  Worman,  it  would  have  been  a  misdescription. 

As  to  the  point  how  the  defendant  ought  to  have  acted  if  he  had 
knowledge  of  subsequent  endorsements  of  the  bill,  but  not  of  the 
names  of  the  endorsees,  we  need  not  decide  that  in  this  case ;  for  the 
defendant  did  not  know  that  the  bill  was  endorsed  over.  Looking  at 
the  language  of  sect.  69,  it  may  be  that,  where  there  are  unknown 
creditors  it  would  be  better  for  the  insolvent  to  say  so  in  his  schedule ; 
but  whether  he  is  bound  to  say  so  is  another  question. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  the  same  reasons. 

Bule  discharged. 


1  BEST  &  SMITH.    Q.  B.  290 


♦MOODY  V.  The  LONDON,  BRIGHTON,  and    SOUTH  ^^^q^ 

COAST  Railway  Company.    May  24.  ^  ^^ 

Evidence, — Proof  of  agency. 

la  ail  aetioa  afidiift  %  nUway  Compuiy  to  Tveorer  %  pieoe  of  •aperllaoaa  land  wbioh  tbt 
Coiapany  war*  booad  to  diapoae  of  within  tan  yaara  altar  it  had  baan  aoqnirad  by  tham,  tba 
pluntiff  propoaad  to  abow  that,  thirtaan  yaari  aftar  that  tima,  tba  Company  pnt  tba  land  op  for 
nle  by  pnblie  aaetion  as  ■uperflnous  land.  In  ordar  to  prova  this,  tba  anotionaer  was  oallad 
M  a  witnatty  who  deposad  that  ba  had  recairod  bis  instmotions  for  tba  f  ale  from  ona  of  tba 
diraeton  of  tba  Company,  and  also  ftom  a  parson  who  bad  acted  as  thair  solieitor  on  format 
lales  of  land :  bald,  that  this  was  not  even  primA  facia  proof  that  the  aale  was  by  tba  authority 
of  the  Company;  althoagb  more  than  twelre  months  had  elapsed  between  the  sale  and  the 
trial 

Ejecthrnt,  brought  7th  June,  I860,  to  recover  a  small  piece  of 
land  adjoining  the  line  of  the  old  Orojdon  and  Epsom  Bailwaj. 

At  the  trial,  before  Blackburn,  J.,  at  the  Surrey  Summer  Assizes 
of  1860,  it  appeared  that,  on  the  29th  July,  1844,  The  Croydon  and 
Epsom  Bail  way  Compsny  was  incorporated  by  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c. 
xciL,  which  contained  the  following  provisions  (analogous  to  sect. 
127  of  the  Lands  Glauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845, 8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18). 
Sect  216.  "And  for  the  purpose  of  making  provision  respecting 
the  sale  of  lands  acquired  by  the  Company  unider  the  provisions  of 
this  Act,  but  which  shall  not  be  required  for  the  purposes  thereof,  be 
it  enacted,  that  the  Companv  shall  sell  all  such  superfluous  lands  in 
BQch  manner  as  they  may  deem  most  advantageous,  and  convey  the 
same  to  the  purchasers  thereof  by  deed  under  the  common  seal  of  the 
Company,  and  a  receipt  under  such  common  seal  shall  be  a  sufficiimt 
discharge  *to  the  purchaser  of  any  such  lands  for  the  purchase-  r^ooi 
money  in  such  receipt  expressed  to  be  received ;  and  such  sales  ^ 
and  conveyances  shall  take  place  within  ten  years  after  the  passing 
of  this  Act." 

Sect.  217.  ''And  be  it  enacted,  that  if  the  Company  do  not  sell 
such  superfluous  lands  within  the  period  aforesaid,  then  such  lands 
remaining  unsold  at  the  expiration  of  such  period  shall  thereupon 
vest  in  and  become  the  property  of  the  owners  of  the  lands  adjoining 
thereto,  in  proportion  to  the  extent  of  their  lands  respectively  adjoin* 
ing  the  same." 

By  Stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  cclxxxiii.,  passed  27th  July,  1846,  The 
Croydon  and  Epsom  Railway  Company,  and  some  other  companies, 
were  consolidated  under  the  name  of  The  London,  Brighton,  and 
South  Coast  Railway  Company.  The  land  in  question  was  acquired 
hy  the  Company  in  1846,  and  the  plaintiff,  who  was  entitled  as  trustee 
for  some  other  parties  to  a  strip  of  land  running  by  the  side  of  it, 
claimed  this  land  as  superfluous  land,  unsold  witmn  ten  years,  as 
required  by  the  Act 

In  order  to  prove  that  the  land  had  not  been  disposed  of  within 
that  time,  the  plaintiff,  besides  other  evidence,  proposed  to  show  thtjt 
in  June,  1859,  the  Company  had  put  up  this  and  other  lands  for  sale 
hy  public  auction,  as  superfluous  lands ;  and  for  this  purpose  called 
Mr.  Fuller,  an  auctioneer,  to  prove  the  conditions  of  sale  on  that  occa- 
sion, which  stated  the  intended  sale  to  be  by  the  Company.  Mr.  Fuller 
«l«po6ed  that  he  received  instructions  for  that  sale  from  a  Mr.  Scott' 
who  was  a  director  of  the  Company,  and  also  from  a  Mr.  Faithfu]| 
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who,  on  tlie  occasion  of  former  sales,  had  acted  as  solicitor  of  th^ 
MM1  Gotnpa&y,  aad  wsb  preMUt  at  the  sale  in  qnestion.  ""fle  was 
^  also  present  at  the  trial  defending  the  action  for  the  Company, 
but  was  not  called  as  a  witness.  On  this  evidence  it  was  objectea  that 
there  was  no  sufficient  proof  of  sntbority  given  by  the  Compaatj  to 
sell  the  land,  but  the  learned  J«dge  rulei  there  was  primS  facie  e^- 
denoe  of  it.  The  case  then  proceeded,  and  a  verdict  was  returned  for 
the  phkintifT,  with  leave  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit 
on  another  point,  to  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer. 

Bovillj  in  Michaelmas  Term  1860,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  on  the  point 
reserved,  and  also  for  a  new  trial,  on  tiie  ground  that  the  above  evi- 
dence had  been  improperly  received. 

Luek  and  Oarik  showed  cause. — There  was  reasonable  evidence  diat 
this  sale  was  by  the  authority  of  the  defendants.  Whatever  would 
operate  to  induce  belief  in  the  mind  of  a  reasonable  man  is  admissi- 
ble as  legal  evidence.  [CkMSUUKK,  C.  J. — That  proposition  is  too 
broad.  I  wish  the  law  were  so.]  A  Oompany,  being  an  unsubstan* 
tial  thing,  can  only  act  through  the  agency  of  otfaera ;  and  companies 
usually  act  by  their  ofScers,  or  one  of  their  body,  for  which  purpoHO 
no  corporate  act  is  necessary.  Mr.  Scott  was  in  die  position  of  a 
tenant  of  land  acting  for  bis  oo^tenant,  or  a  trustee  acting  for  a  cestui 
que  trust.  [Wiohtmak,  J. — ^Thoae  cases  are  different  from  this.  It 
has  been  held  that  a  declaration  ot  admission  by  a  private  member  of 
a  corporation  is  not  evidence  against  the  body  .(a)]  Then  as  to  Mr. 
*fid31  ^^^^^^^*  ^®  acted  as  solicitor  to  the  ^Oompany  on  o^r 
^  occasions,  and  the  fact  of  a  person  acting  in  a  given  capadty 
is  evidence  <^  his  having  been  authorised  to  do  so.  [Cocebubx, 
0.  jr. — That  is  in  matteni  of  a  public  nature.  Would  it  be  sufficient 
prim&  facie  evidence  against  the  Oompany,  in  an  action  l^  Fuller  for 
work  and  labour  in  effecting  this  sale,  that  on  former  occasions  thej 
had  employed  the  solicitor  who  gave  him  his  instructions  on  the  pre- 
sent occasion  ?]  Perhaps  not ;  but  this  sale  was  public  and  notorions. 
[CocKBURii,  0.  J. — *'  Notorious"  is  a  dangerous  word.(i)l  Even  if 
the  Court  should  think  this  evidence,  strictly  speaking,  inadmissible,  it 
ought,  in  the  exerdse  of  its  discretion,  to  refuse  a  new  trial,  as  there 
was  ample  evidence  of  authority  without  it.  f  Cockbubn,  C.  J. — ^You 
might  easily  have  supplied  the  necessary  evidence  by  asking  for  an 
adjournment.] 

BoviU  and  Denman,  in  support  of  the  rule,  were  stopped  by  tbe 
Court. 

CooKBUBK,  C.  J. — ^This  rule  must  be  made  absolute  for  a  new  trid. 
on  the  ground  that  these  conditions  of  sale  were  improperly  received 
in  evidence.  I  very  mudi  regret  this,  because  no  moral  doubt  what- 
ever can  be  entertained  of  the  fact  of  Mr.  Fuller  having  put  them 
forth  by  the  authority  of  the  Oompany.  But  because  the  moral  proof 
of  a  matter  is  oon  vincing  and  oondusive,  we  must  not  on  that  account 
bee  sight  of  those  principles  by  which  the  sufficiency  of  kgal  proof 
ia  governed. 

(«)  S«e  Me.  S  SUik.  fir.  7f  8,  Sd  ed. ;  ll»r«r  of  Loadoa  «.  Loaf ,  1  Cunpb.  12,  S4. 
<i)  la  H.  r  Bd.  S,  4 A.,  pL  7,  Utft\% 0.  J.,  fayi:  "Noag  aa  patonoaa  pat  alw  aj 
9ham^  6ia«  Jtlaaqa^  ot  fat  b  |nau  aH  SanuU  aoai 
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Here  all  tarns  on  the  question  whether  Mr.  Fuller,  "^when  rftooA 
he  put  forth  these  oonditions,  had  the  authority  of  the  Com-  ^ 
panj  for  m  doing.  Hie  only  pn^of  of  that  was  that  he  received  his 
instructions  from  a  director  of  the  Company,  and  from  another  person 
who  usually  acted  as  solicitor  of  the  Company.  Now  it  does  not 
follow  that  oecause  Mr.  Scott  acted  in  this  matter  as  director  of  the 
Company,  he  had  authority  to  do  so  frota  the  oorporate  body  of  which 
be  wtts  only  on  individtial  member.  With  respect  to  the  solicitor, 
Mr.  Faithful — although  it  was  shown  that  he  had  acted  fbr  the  Com- 
pany on  the  oooasioQ  of  former  4ale%  a  circumstance  which  morally 
would  go  far  to  satisfy  us  of  his  haying  had  authority  to  do  so  in  the- 
preient  instance,  it  does  not  establish  the  proposition  in  a  legal  point 
of  view.  There  is  an  obvious  distinction  between  a  general  authority 
sad  an  authority  relating  to  a  particular  transaction  (many  instances 
of  agency  might  be  referred  to  in  proof  of  this).  A  man  employs  a 
sdiciior,  and  even  calls  him  his  solicitor)  but  that  does  not  give  that' 
psnon  authority  to  bind  him  in  a  particular  instance*  Here  nothing 
was  proved  except  that,  on  other  occasions,  Mr.  Faithful  acted  as 
solicitor  of  the  Company.  But,  to  enable  him  to  bind  tlie  Company 
as  to  this  particular  sale,  he  would  have  required  an  express  autho- 
rity in  the  particular  case,  and  it  was  not  because  he  had  acted  on 
former  occasions  that  we  oan  legally  infer  that  he  had  the  slightest' 
tathority  to  sell  these  lands.  The  poaitioa  of  a  solicitor  in  such  eases 
is  too  olear  to  require  further  illus^atioB,  and  it  can  make  no  diffiir- 
•ttoe  whether  he  is  acting  for  a  oompatiyy  or  for  an  individual.  Then, 
u  Mr.  Fuller's  authority  was  derived  from  Mr.  Soott  and  Mr.  Faith- 
ful, there  was  no  prim&  fiicie  proof  ^  agenoy  for  the  Company  which 
called  for  an  answer. 

*At  one  time  during  the  arguarast  1  was  dispoeed  to  think  r^gog 
that^  aa  twelve  months  had  lapsed  between  the  sale  and  the  ^ 
trial,  the  fact  of  the  transaction  having  been  undisturbed  during  that 
time  might  be  a  ground  for  inferring  that  it  had  come  to  the  know- 
ledge of  the  Company^  and  that  they  must  be  taken  to  have  acquieseed 
in  it.  But,  on  further  consideration,  I  am  satined  that  this  would  be 
going  too  far.  In  the  absence  of  evidence  of  the  purchase^money 
having  boM  receive  by  tbemi  or  of  a  «onveyanee  having  been  drawn 
up,  or  anything  ^9specting  the  transaction  having  come  to  their 
knowledge,  we  shoula  not  he  justified  in  drawing  such  an  inforenee. 

As  I  have  already  said,  I  oome  to  this  conclusion  with  great  regret ; 
for  the  evidence  in  question  was  either  superfluous^  or,  u  Becessary, 
the  deficient  portion  of  it  could  have  been  completed  with  little  extra 
trouble.  It  is  important,  however,  that  we  abide  by  the  principles 
and  rulee  whioh  have  been  hitherto  maintoined  as  to  the  sufioieaoy. 
of  kgal  proof. 

It  will  therefore^  be  unnecessary  to  say  anything  on  the  other  mat- 
ter, which  must  tlinr  be  left  to  be  settled  on  some  future  looeaaioa. 

WiQHTiiajf  alia  Blackbubit,  Js.,  ooneurred. 

( wnfFnw;  J4  bad  left  the  Court. 

Bale  absolute  for  a  aaw  tmL 
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^aA^      •ADELINA  HEYS  v.  EDWIN  JAMES  TINDALL. 
^^^J  May  26. 

Duty  of  house  agent, — Introducing  imoleeni  tenant. 

The  plaintiff  employed  the  defendant  as  honse  agent  to  let  a  honae  for  her  on  eoiamtariott. 
In  an  aetion  for  introdnoing  an  insoWent  tenant:  held,  that  it  was  properly  left  to  the  jnry 
upon  the  evidence  to  say  whether  it  was  part  of  the  defendant's  retainer  to  make  reasonable 
iuqniries  as  to  the  eligibility  of  the  tenant. 

The  declaration  stated  that  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  employed  him  as  her  house  agent  for  the 
purpose  of  letting  or  procuring  for  the  plaintiff  a  tenant  for  a  certain 
furnished  house  and  premises  of  the  plaintiff,  for  commission  and 
reward  to  him  the  defendant,  the  defendant  undertook  and  engage.1 
with  the  plaintiff  that  he  would  use  due  care  and  attention  as  such 
house  agent,  in  and  about  the  procuring  such  a  tenant,  and  in  and 
about  ascertaining  or  endeavouring  to  ascertain,  before  letting  tho 
said  house  and  premises  to  any  person  introduced  and  recommended 
by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  that  such  person  was  a  fit,  proper,  respectable, 
and  solvent  person  to  become  tenant  of  the  said  house  and  premise 'j: 
Yet  the  defendant  did  not  use  such  due  care  and  attention  as  suih 
house  agent,  but  introduced  and  recommended  to  the  plaintiff  as  a 
tenant  for  the  said  house  and  premises  one  T.  E.,  and  afterwards,  aa 
such  house  agent  of  the  plaintiff,  let  the  said  house  and  premises  to 
the  said  T.  E.  without  using  due  care  and  attention  in  and  about 
ascertaining  or  endeavouring  to  ascertain  that  he  the  said  T.  E.  was 
such  fit,  proper,  respectable,  and  solvent  person  as  aforesaid,  and, 
on  the  contrary,  well  knowing  (as  the  fact  was)  that  the  said  T.  E. 

♦2971  ^^  ^^^  *  ^^  ^^  proper  person  to  become  such  tenant,  *and 
^  was  neither  respectable  nor  solvent.  Averment  of  special 
damage;  &c. 

Pleas.  1.  That  the  defendant  did  not  undertake  or  engage  as 
alleged.  2.  That  he  did  use  such  due  care  and  attention  as  such 
house  agent,  according  to  his  undertaking  in  that  behalf. 

Issues  on  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  before  Blackburn,  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings 
after  Easter  Term,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant,  who  was  an 
auctioneer,  called  upon  the  plaintiff  to  know  whether  she  would  let 
the  house  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  introduced  T.  E.  to  her  as 
a  tenant,  and  handed  to  her  his  references.  The  subsequent  negotia- 
tions as  to  letting  the  house  were  conducted  between  the  plaintiff  and 
T.  E.,  and  ended  in  his  becoming  her  tenant.  He  paid  the  first 
quarterns  rent  only,  and  became  insolvent.  The  defendant  sent  in  an 
account  to  the  plaintiff,  charging  five  per  cent,  commission  on  letting 
the  house  and  for  collecting  the  first  quarter's  rent. 

The  learned  Judge  left  two  questions  to  the  jury.  First:  Was  it 
upon  the  evidence  part  of  the  defendant's  employment,  for  which  he 
was  to  earn  commission,  that  he  should  make  reasonable  jinquiries  as 
to  the  eligibility  of  the  tenant?-  And  he  directed  them  that  if  it  was 
no  part  of  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  look  into  the  references  he  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict.  But  if  they  were  of  opinion  that  it  was  part  of 
his  duty  to  make  reasonable  inquiries  as  to  the  eligibility  of  th^ 
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tenant,  then  they  were  to  consider  if hether  he'had  made  those  reason- 
ftble  inquiries. 

The  jury  said  that,  according  to  the  retainer  by  the  plainti£^  the 
defendBJit  was  bound  to  make  reasonable  ^inquiries  as  to  the   r^ooo 
eligibUity  of  the  tenant,  and  that  he  had  not  made  them ;  and   '- 
gaye  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  damages  282.  Qs,  8d. 

Petersdorff,  Serjt.,  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show 
cause  why  there  should  not  be  a  new  tri^d  on  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury. — There  was  no  evidence  of  any 
express  bargain  that  the  defendant  would  do  more  than  be  the  medium 
of  oomrounication  between  the  plaintiff  and  a  tenant.  And  there  is 
no  implied  undertaking  from  the  nature  of  the  employment  of  a  house 
agent,  that  he  guaranties  the  solvency  or  eligibility  of  a  tenant.  His 
duty  is' simply  to  use  reasonable  care  to  introduce  to  the  person  who 
employs  him  a  solvent  or  competent  tenant  [Oockburn,  0.  J. — The 
bouse  agent  must  use  reasonable  care  and  diligence  in  ascertaining 
the  condition  of  a  person  before  he  introduces  him  to  the  landlord  as 
a  tenant  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  commission  of  five  per  cent, 
is  to  be  paid  for  only  puttmg  the  name  of  the  owner  and  the  particu- 
lars of  the  premises  upon  the  house  agent's  books  for  the  information 
of  those  who  may  come  to  make  inquiries  at  his  office.  Crohpton, 
J.— When  the  owner  of  a  house  proposes  to  a  house  agent  that  he 
should  find  a  tenant  for  him,' it  is  meant  that  he  should  find  a  fit  and 

ErQper  tenant.  Wiohthan,  J. — What  does  the  house  agent  receive 
is  commission  for,  except  for  making  inquiries  as  to  the  fitness  of  the 
tenant?]  The  house  agent  only  introduces  a  tenant  to  the  landlord: 
it  is  the  doty  of  the  landlord  to  make  inquiries  as  to  the  respectability 
of  the  tenant.  [Cbompton,  J. — If  a  broker  introduces  a  notoriously 
bod  customer  to  his  emplover,  an  action  would  lie  for  negligence. 
The  jury  may  collect  from  the  circumstances  *what  the  under-  r*oQQ 
taking  of  the  defendant  was.  Blackburn,  J. — ^If  an  attorney  ^ 
isemployed  to  procure  a  mortgage  security,  he  undertakes  to  ascertain 
that  the  title  is  good  and  that  it  is  a-  sufficient  security  .(a)] 

Peb  Curiam. — (Cookburn,  0;  J.,  Wightmai^,  Cromftok,  and 
Hill,  Js.)  -  Bule  refused. 

(aj  See  Hayne  v.  Bhodei^  8  Qi  B.'  342. 
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Statute  of  f^udt,  29  Car.  2,  e,  Z,  t.  11  .^Acceptance  and  receipt  of  goode, 

1.  Itt  order  to  iftUify  thii  Statate  of  Frandi;  29  Car.  2,  e,  3,  s.  17,  there  must  be  both  an 
■eeepuaee  of  the  f  oodi|  or  part  of  them,  and  an.  aetnal  reoeipt  of  them. 

1  la  order  to  aatUfy  the  lame  enactment  it  if  not  necetaary  that  the  aeoeptanoe  of  the  goods 
ikw\d  follow  or  he  eontomporaneons  with  the  reoeipt  of  them ;  an  aeceptanoe  prior  to  the 
n«ipt  will  snfioe. 

I-  In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  detirered,  ft  aippeared  that  the  defendant  went  to  the 
pblatifb  at  Lirerpool,  and  said  he  wanted  to  boy  from  150  to  200  llrkips  of  bnttec  He  then 
vnt  with  one  of  them  to  their  eellar,  wliere  he  was  shown  a  lot  of  166  flrkins,  six  of  which  he 
opsntd  and  inspected.  Afterwards,  on  the  same  day,  the  plaintiiTs  and  defendant.made  a  Terbai 
■fraeiiint,  by  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  buy  that  specific  lot  at  77«'.  per  cwt.  When  the 
Rrtse4iad%een  agreed  on,  the  defendant  took  a  card*  on  which  his  m^me'-atid  address  in  London 


m  CVSAm.  «.  BQMKgQN,    T.  T,  1861. 

w«n  writtm  «Mi«qo4  |l<ilbUiM«»  1,  WeUb^gkia  filrtelk  honipn.  B<idg«,  Loniop/'  toA  ▼?•*• 
ok  it  *•  196  flrklnt  batter  to  be  dettvered  •t  Febottig*!  Wharf,  Tooley  Streer.'*  Be  gave  thb  to 
the  pleintifEi,  and  at  the  same  time  said  that  bis  agents,  Mesari.  C,  at  Livierpoel,  ^oald"  gi«« 
divecttont  bow  th«  foodf  wen  tb  b»  fotwdiA  t^  l^«i«g^  WbMC  tb«  pWttHOi^  b^^  C.*i 
direotioDB,  4riivemd  tbo  battec  to  P/l  oafta  t»  bo  fi»rw«rded  to  tlia  dtfciMtalt  at  SlMitat^ 
Vbarf.  Tba  plaintiff  leot  M  IatoIoO).  dated  tbe  aftth  October  1^00,  to  th%  addnea  e«  «b« 
defendant's  terd.  He  received  ib  answer  a  letttf  pur^rtinl;  to  eome  from  a  elerk  in  tbe 
defendant's  otBeoi^  aeknowledging  tbareceipi  o#tbe  invoioB)  and  staling  that>  on  tbe  deAndaat^t 
rttars)  bo  wonid  »o  dottbt  attend  la  U.  A  olsck  a|  F^nning's  Wbnrf  yttj^nod  that  Voesrs. 
Feaniage  ilbrell  goada  for  tbelf  «astonifr*»  m^d  bnd  n  better  warebeiiaa^  tbal  |h»  defandaat 
bad  nsod  tbe  warabonse  for  Hfteen  yeaifi  and  wa4  in  tba  habit  of  keeping  hie  butters  tbore  tiU 
ae  sold  them.  On  tbe  26(b  October  P.  A  Co.  bad  delivered  «  paK  of  toe  156  firkins  in  qneatioa 
9k  the  warebeose^  and  deltTered  tbe  reeidne  aftoHfards.  Tbe  wHaese  eooM  not  lay  whether 
any  oaa  easM  to  inspeet  them  at  not,  but  be  t»av<d  that  th^gr  wwe  dhUvesed  up  bj  Vcttnint 
ia  P,  4i  Go.  nnder  a  deUvet^  ordsv  fkai»  ^  daClptdant,  dated  ITth  Oetohs*.  Hid^  lbs*  Iham 
W«^  eyidtnoe  pf  an  aooenUnee  tod  i^toAl  c^eeliit  wA^icnl  to  wAieClf  tba  statnte. 

BBCtABAnQN  f(ar  goodb  sold  and  ddtbrmd,  $aoA  gopd»  bai^gained 
aftd  sold.  Ple%,  Mver  indebted.  Ati  the  trial »  before  Blackbar»,  J^ 
at  tbe  LiYerpool  Winter  Assizes  in  tStO,  it  appeared  that  the  defend- 
ant, wha  waa  a  Lcmdon  merohamt,  oa  tbe  S4tk  October  18A0,  at 
liverpoel,  eaUed  on  the  plaititiiEs  whet  are  impottera  of  Oawbdiaa 
produce,  and  said  he  wanted  to  buy  from  150  to  200  ftHctna  of  Cana- 
dian butter.  He  then  went  with  one  of  the  plaintiSb  to.  th^r  eellar^ 
where  he  was  shown  a  lot  of  }5&  flrkiM  of  butter,  "  Ei^-Bobemiim,'* 
belongingr  ^  ^^^  plaiatifb,  which  he  then  had  the  opportunity  ot 
inapeoting»  and  in  faot  he  did  op«i  and  inspeot  six  of  the  firkins  in 
that  lot.  After  that  escaminatioOi  thsij  wchu  to  another  oellar  to  see 
other  butter,  whieh  howerer  did  x$ok  suit  the  defendant.  Ai  a  later 
period  of  the  same  da(y,  the  plsuitifii  and  the  defendant  »ade  a  ^rerfaal 
agreement,  by  which  the  defendant  agreed  to  buy  tha%  speeifie  loft  of 
lb9  firkins*  at  77^^  per  ewt  Whm  the  priee  had  been  agreed  oft 
ihe  def^ftdant  took  a  eard  on  which  hia  naiae  and  address  in  LondcHi 
were  written  '^Sdmund  RohinaQua^  l^  WeUingtooi  Street,  Iioudon 
Bridge,  Iiondon,"  and  wrote  on  it  '^  tS6  firkina  butter  to  b^  delivered 
at  Fenning's  Wharf,  Tooley  SAreei"  Se  gave  tihia  to  the  plamtil^ 
and  at  the  same  tiipae  said  tiiat  hia  agents  Messrs.  Clibbom^  at  Liver* 
pool,  would  gire  direottone  bow  the  gpnda  were  t»  be  forwarded  to 
Fenning'a  Wharf.  The  plaintiffs,  by  Clibborn^s  directions,  delivered 
the  butter  to  Pickford's  carts  to  be  forwarded  to  the  defendant  at 
♦8011  *Fenning'8  Wharf.  The  plaintiffs  sent  an  invoice,  dated  the 
^  25th  October,  1860,  to  the  address  on  the  defendant's  card. 
They  received  in  answer  a  letter  purporting  to  come  from  a  clerk  in 
the  defendant's  office,  acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  invoice,  and 
stating  that  on  the  defendant's  return  he  would  na  doubt  attend  to  it. 
There  was  no  evidence  that  the  writer  of  this  letter  had  any  authority 
to  sign  a  menioraiidun»  of  a  contract  On  the  27th  Ck)tober,  tbe  plain- 
ti£&v  yxk  Liverpool,,  reeeived  a  tefegram  from  the  defendant  in  London, 
in  effect  asserting  that  the  butters  had  been  sold  by  the  plaintiffh  8ab*> 
ject  to  a  warranty,  that  was  equal  to  a  sample,  but  that  they  were  not 
equal  to  sample,  and  therefore  would  be  returned.  The  pIaiuti£Ei 
replied  by  ft^egram  that  there  was  na  su(A  warraaly,  and  they  must 
be  kept.  A  elerk  at  Fenning's  Wharf  proved  that  Meesrsu  Fenninga 
stored  goods  for  their  customers^  and  had  a  butter  warehouse ;  that 
the  defendant  had  used  the  warehouse  for  fiiteen  ;ears»  and  was  in 
the  habit  of  keeping  his  buttera  thore  till  he  sold  thena.    Oa  tiiie  26th 


Odobor,  Pickford  ft  Ca  badf  deliv«ff«d  &  pafrt  oi  tike  164  ftrldttff  »• 
qciesttcm  at  tbe  warehouse,  and  deKvered  tbe  residoe  on  tbe  mommg 
ot  the  27th  October.  The  witness  could  not  say  whether  any  one 
came  to  iBspect  them  or  not,  b«t  he  proved  that  they  were  delivered 
up  by  Penning  to  Pickfotd  k  Oo.,  under  a  delivery  order  &oek  the 
d^fimdant  dated  37th  October.  Tbe  deftndant'is  counsel  admitted  thaCr 
it  must  be  taken  tha^t  the  sale  was  not  subject  to  any  warranty ;  b^it 
objected  that  the  price  of  the  goods  exceeded  IW.,  and  ^at  theve  waa 
nothmg  proved  to  satisfy  the  requisitions  of  the  Statute  of  Flwids. 
The  verdiet  was  entered  for  the  p^aintil&  for  420?.  lOs.  Id.,  ^ith  r^^u^ 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  if  there  was  ^^^^^ 
no  evideaee  proper  to  be  left  to  the  jury  either  of  a  naemorandum  of 
tbe  contract  or  of  an  aeeoeptanoe  and  aeC»al  receipt  of  the  good& 

In  Hilary  Term>  1891,  BAjoari  Jwmss-  obtained  a  rule  nisi  aoeord- 
ia^,  citing  Nieholson  v.  Bower,  1  £.  4  S.  172:  which  rute  was 
argued  at  the  Sittings  in  banc  after  Baster  Term,  on  the  9th  May, 
before  Hill  and  Blackburn,  Js, 

MeUuh  and  Q«Mm  showed  cause. — -It  must  be  conceded,  on  the  pan 
of  the  pbatttil^,  that  there  was  no  snemorandum  of  a  contract  in 
writing  to  satwfy  tbe  17th  sectioa  of  the  Statute  of  f  raucb,  21^  Car. 
%  e.  3,  which  enacts,  "No  contract  iar  the  sale  of  any  goo<k,  wuresi 
and  merohandise,  for  the  price  of  lOJL  sterling  ov  upwards,  shall  b« 
allowed  to  be  good»  except  the  buyer  shall  aec^t  p^t  of  tbe  goodsr 
so  flold,  and  actually  receive  the  same,  or  give  something  ia  earnest 
to  bind  the  bargain^  <^  in  part  of  payment  or  that  some  note  or  meme- 
mndum  in  writing  of  the  said  bargain  be  ssade  and  signed  by  the 
parties  to  be  eharg^  by  such  eootracl,  or  their  agents  theteunto  law* 
falty  authorized.^  The  eard  which  the  deftadant  delivered  to  tha 
plaiatiflb-  is  insufficient  for  that  parpose^  as  it  does  not  eontain  thft 
names  of  both  parties  to  the  contract,  neither  does  it  state  the  pice 
at  which  the  butter  was  to  be  sold* 

Bat  there  k  evidence  of  an  aeceptamce  and  actuid  reccapt  of  the 
goods  within  the  meanii^  of  the  statuie.  A  very  important  fact  i» 
the  case  is,  that  tbe  sale  was  a  sale  of  a  speeiic  k^  of  166  firkins  of 
butter,  and  also  that  there  was  a  verbal  contract  for  the  sale  of  the 
butler  whioh  was  "hralid  at  eommoii  Iaw„  and  the  vendee  gave  r^cgQA 
direetioas  that  it  should  be  sent  to  him  at  Fenning^s  Wharf.  '- 
As  tbe  defendant  was  in.  the  habit  of  usiag  Feamug^s  Wharf  as  hia 
warehouse,  his  orderiag  eertaia  speeiftc  goods  to  be  taken  there,  and 
tbey  being  taken  there  by  his  directiott,  and[  warehoused  ia  tlie*  m«u»- 
ner  goods  received  on  his  account  were  usually  warehoused,  vested 
tke  goods  in  his  aetual  possession.  If  the  goods  are  ia  the  veadee'^ft 
actual  poesessioa,  then  the  veador's  tight  of  lien  for  the  price  ia 
destroyed.  Sfuppose  instead  of  directing  the  goods  to  Fenains'e 
Wharf,  the  deftmdsmi  had  directed  them  to  his  own  wairehowe,  sur^y 
that  woukl  have  been  am{^  evidenoe  of  aa  acceptaace  aad  actual 
receipt  to  satisfy  the  statute.  There  is  a  distiaetieo  betweea  the  casee 
of  a  purchase  of  specific  gpoods,  and  of  goods  which  are  in  bulk  aad 
not  ascertained.  Suppose  a  man  goes  into  a  shop  and  sam  *^I  bu^ 
that  chattel ;  send  it  to  such  a  ptace,  or  give  it  to  a  pcMPtep,  aadafter* 
wards  reoeives  it  aad  exercieea  aa  aot  of  domiaioa  over  it,  he  has 
done  everything  the  statute  requtiee  te  eotstituie  aa  aeoeptaace  and 
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receipt  Al  one  time  it  was  doubted  whether,  in  order  to  satisfy  this 
clause  in  the  statute^  the  acceptance  might  not  follow  the  delivery, 
but  that  doubt  has  been  removed  bj  Morton  v.  Tibbett,  15  Q.  B.  428 
(E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  69),  where  this  Court  decided  that  the  acceptance 
must  precede  or  be  contemporaneous  with  the  delivery.  That  case  is 
also  an  authority  to  show  that  the  &ct  of  the  vendee  having  dealt 
with  the  goods  as  owner,  is  evidence  of  an  acceptance  and  reoeipt. 
Here,  after  a  contract  respecting  these  goods,  which  was  binding  at 
common  law,  had  been  entered  into,  the  defendant  exercised  an  act 
♦8041  ^^  dominion  over  them  by  *orderinff  them  to  be  sent  to  Fen- 
-'  ning's  Wharf,  and  to  be  warehoused  there  for  him. 
In  Elmore  v.  Stone,  1  Taunt.  458,  the  defendant  purchased  two 
horses  under  a  verbal  agreement  from  the  plaintiff,  and  desired  the 

!>laintiff,  who  was  a  livery-stable  keeper,  to  keep  the  horses  at  livery 
or  him,  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  do.  The  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  held  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  of  a  delivery  within  the 
statute.  Chaplin  v.  Bogers,  1  East  192,  decided  that  where  a  vendee, 
after  a  bargain  and  sale  by  parol,  deals  with  goods  as  if  they  were  in 
his  actual  possession,  such  an  act  of  ownership  is  evidence  of  a 
receipt  and  acceptance  by  the  vendee.  In  Hart  v.  Bush,  E.  B.  &  E. 
494  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  96),  this  Court  held  that  a  delivery  of  goods  by 
the  vendor  to  a  wharfinger  appointed  by  the  vendee,  to  be  forwardea 
by  any  vessel  to  the  vendee,  would  not  constitute  an  acceptance  and 
receipt  under  the  statute;  but  that  case  is  distinguishable  for  two 
reasons,  first  that  the  sale  was  not  one  of  specific  goods,  and  next  the 
direction  given  by  the  vendse  to  the  vendor  was,  that  the  goods  were 
to  be  sent  to  him  by  sea  from  a  place  called  Griffin's  Wharf,  London. 
The  facts  were  that  they  were  forwarded  &om  Griffin's  Wharf  in  a 
ship  selected  by  the  wharfinger,  and  lost  before  they  reached  tbeir 
destination. 

Nicholson  v.  Bower,  E.  &  E.  172,  which  was  cited  when  the  rule 
wsis  moved,  will  probabl v  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side ;  but  in  that 
case  the  vendee  purposely  suspended  the  acceptance  because  he  was 
in  insolvent  circumstances.  Meredith  v.  Meigh,  2  E.  &  B.  864  (E.  C. 
L.  B.  vol.  75),  may  perhaps  also  be  relied  on ;  but  there  the  goods 
*2051  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  specific  goods ;  the  delivery  of  *them  on  board 
^  a  ship  selectea  by  the  vendor,  therefore,  could  in  no  way 
amount  to  an  acceptance  and  receipt  by  the  vendee. 

Mihvardf  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  defendant  never  exercised 
such  an  act  of  ownership  over  the  goods  as  would  constitute  an 
acceptance  and  actual  receipt  within  the  meaning .  of  the  Statute  of 
Frauds.  In  Chaplin  v>  Bogers,  the  vendee  had  sold  the  goods  to  a 
third  person,  which  was  an  unequivocal  act  of  dominion.  It  is  true 
that,  in  the  present  case,  the  defendant  ordered  the  goods  to  be  sent 
to  Fenning's  Wharf;  but  all  that  can  be  inferred  from  that  act  is  that 
the  warehouse  at  Fenning^s  Wharf  was  the  defendant's  warehouse  for 
the  purpose  of  acceptance.  Hunt  v.  Hecht,  8  Exch.  814,t  is  an 
express  authority  that,  unless,  the  vendee  has  an  opportunity  of  judg- 
ing whether  the  goods  sent  correspond  with  those  ordered,  there  can 
be  no  acceptance  and  receipt  within  the  statute. 

,  There  is  no  distinction  between  specific  goods  and  goods  which  are 
BOt  ascertained.    In  Baldey  v.  Parker,  2  B.  &  C.  87  (E«  C.  L.  |l.  voL 
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9),  the  defendant  bought  certain  goods,  some  of  which  were  measured 
in  his  presence,  some  of  which  he  marked  with  a  f)encil,  and  some  of 
which  ne  assisted  in  cutting  from  a  larger  bulk.  Afterwards,  when 
the  goods  were  sent  to  his  house,  he  refused  to  accept  them ;  and  the 
Coort  held  that  there  was  no  acceptance  and  receipt  to  satisfy  the 
statute.  So,  in  Farina  v.  Home,  16  M.  &  W.  119,t  the  vendor's  accept- 
ance of  a  delivery  warrant,  given  bjr  a  wharfinger  with  whom  the 
goods  had  been  warehoused,  was  held  to  be  no  evidence  of  a  delivery 
and  acceptance  of  goods. 

^Whether  there  can  be  an  acceptance  before  delivery  of  r»QA^ 
goods  under  this  section  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds  was  raised  '- 
in  Saunders  v.  Topp,  4  Exch.  890.t  In  that  case,  however,  it  was  not 
necessary  to  deciae  the  question,  because  there  was  evidence  of  an 
acceptance  after  delivery ;  but  the  Judees  of  the  Ck>urt  of  Exchequer 
seemed  to  be  of  opinion  that  there  could  not  be  an  acceptance  prior 
to  the  receipt.  |^ill,  J. — A  bargain  and  sale  between  vendor  and 
vendee— valid  in  all  respects  except  for  the  Statute  of  Frauds ;  goods 
sent  by  vendor,  imder  tne  direction  of  vendee,  to  warehouse-keeper 
selected  and  nominated  by  vendee ;  vendor  parted  with  his  lien,  and 
the  transitus  at  an  end.  Do  these  facts  constitute  an  acceptance  and 
actual  receipt  within  the  meaning  of  the  17th  section  of  the  Statute 
of  Frauds  7]  Our.  adv.  vuU.{a) 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Blagxburn,  J.->-(After  fullv  stating  the  facts  his  lordship  pro- 
oeeded).  It  was  not  contended  that  there  was  any  sufficient  memo- 
randum in  writing  in  the  present  case:  but  it  was  contended  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence  that  the  defendant  had  accepted  the 
goods  sold,  and  actually  received  the  same;  and,  on  consideration,  we 
are  of  that  opinion. 

The  words  of  the  statute  are  express,  that  there  must  be  an  accept- 
ance of  the  goods,  or  part  of  them,  as  well  as  an  actual  receipt ;  and 
the  authorities  are  very  numerous  to  show  that  both  these  requisites 
must  exist  or  else  the  statute  is  not  satisfied.  In  the  recent  case 
*of  Nicholson  v.  Bower,  1  E.  &  E.  172,  which  was  cited  for  the  r^ony 
defendant,  141  quarters  of  wheat  were  sent  by  a  railway,  ad-  '- 
dressed  to  the  vendees.  They  arrived  at  their  destination,  and  were 
there  warehoused  by  the  Railway  Company  under  circumstances  that 
might  have  been  held  to  put  an  end  to  the  unpaid  vendor's  rights. 
But  the  contract  was  not  originally  a  sale  of  specific  wheat,  and  the 
vendees  had  never  agreed  to  take  those  particular  quarters  of  wheat ; 
on  the  contrary,  it  was  shown  to  be  usual,  before  accepting  wheat  thus 
warehoused,  to  compare  a  sample  of  the  wheat  with  the  sample  by 
which  it  was  sold;  and  it  appeared  that  the  vendees,  knowing  that 
they  were  in  embarrassed  circumstances,  purposely  abstained  from 
accepting  the  goods,  and  each  of  the  Judges  mentions  that  fact  as  the 
ground  of  their  decision.  In  Meredith  v.  Meigh,  2  £.  &  B.  864  (E; 
U.  L  B.  voL  75),  the  goods,  which  were  not  specified  in  the  original 
contract,  had  been  selected  by  the  vendor,  and  put  on  board  ship  by 
the  directions  of  the  vendee,  so  that  they  were  in  the  hands  of  a  ear- 
ner to  convey  them  from  the  vendor  to  the  vendee.  It  was  there 
held,  in  conformity  with  Hanson  t;.  Armitage,  5  B.  &  Aid.  557  (E.  C. 

(a)  TIm  trgsmenU  in  thii  CMe  m  raportod  by  H.  Holroyd,  Eiq. 
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h»  BL  toL  7X  ^^^  ^«  caman  tjkftngfa.  BAOiad  by  tke  Teadee,  kad  no 
mthoffi^  to  ftfioept  tha  goods.  And  in  this  v«  qiute  «gree:  fio^ 
though  the  seleetion  of  the  gooda  bj  the  yendor,  aad  pultbig  the»  i« 
tnmait,  would^  bat  fi>r  the  atatnte^  have  be^t  a  soffieient  delivery  to 
Test  the  property  in  the  rexidee;  it  eoiild  not  be  said  that  the  sdec- 
tion  bj  the  yendor*  or  the  receipt  by  the  earcier^  was  an  acceptanee 
itf  those  particular  goods  by  the  yendee. 

In  Bahlay  n.  Parker,  2  B.  A;  C.  87  (B.  a  L.  S.  tqI.  »X  ^^^  "^^ 

*3081   ™^^^  relied  "^on  by  Mr.  Milward  in  arguing  en  support  of  this 

^  rule,  the  ground  oi  the  deeisiou  was  tlxat  pointed  out  by  Hoi- 

royd,  J^  who  says,  p.  44 :  '^  Upon  a  sale  of  ^ecifio  gooda  for  a  specifie 

?nce^  by  parting  with  tho  poasessioa  the  seller  parts  with  his  lies, 
he  statute  contemplates  such  a  parting  with  tne  possession;  and 
therefore  as  long  as  the  seller  preserves  his  control  over  the  goods,  so 
as  to  retain  his  lien,  he  prevents  the  yeodee  fVom  accepting  and  receiv- 
ing them  as  his  own,  within  the  meaning  of  the  atatuteJ'  The  pria* 
eiple  here  laid  down  ia  that  there  cannot  be  an  aatual  receipt  by  the 
yendee  so  long  as  the  goods  continue  in  the  possession  of  the  seller, 
as  unpaid  vendor,  so  as  to  preserve  his  lien ;  and  it  haa  been  repeat* 
edly  leeogniaed.  But  though  the  goods  remain  in  the  personal  poa* 
session  of  the  vendor,  yet,  if  it  is  agreed  between  the  vendor  and  the 
yendee  that  the  possession  shall  thenceforth  be  kept,  not  as  vendor 
but  as  bailee  for  the  purohaser,  the  right  of  Uoi  is  gone,  and  then 
there  is  a  sui&cient  receipt  to  satisfy  the  staliiite :  Marvin  v.  Wallis. 
6  B.  &  B.  726  (E.  a  L.  B.  voL  88),  Beaumont  v.  Brengeri,  5  C.  B.  301 
(£.  C.  lu  R.  vol.  5!J\  In  both  of  thase  cases  the  specific  chattel  sold 
was  ascertained,  and  tbeire  appear  la  have  been  acts  indicating  ac* 
eeptance  subsequent  to  the  agreement  whieh  changed  the  nature  of 
the  possession. 

In  the  present  case  there  waa  ample  evidence  that  the  ffoods,  when 
placed  in  Fenning's  Wharf,  were  put  under  the  control  of  the  defead*^ 
ant  to  await  his  further  directions,  so  as  to  put  an  end  to  any  right 
of  the  plaintiffs  as  unpaid  vendors,  as  much  as  the  change  in  tlio 
nature  of  the  possession  did  in  the  cases  cited  There  was  also  suffi- 
cient evidence  that  the  defendant  had,  at  Liverpool,  selected  these 
*3091  ^P^^^^^  ^^^  firkins  of  butter  as  *those  which,  he  then  agreed 
^  to  take  as  his  property  as  the  goods  sold,  and  that  he  directed 
those  specific  firkins  to  be  sent  to  London.  This  was  certainly  en- 
denoe  of  an  acceptance,  and  the  only  remaining  question  is,  whether 
it  is  necessary  that  the  acceptance  should  follow,  or  be  contempora- 
neoua  with  the  receipt  or  whether  an  acceptance  before  the  recei|>t  is 
not  sufficient.  In  Saunders  v.  Topp,  4  Exch.  3d0,t  which  ia  the  case 
in  which  the  facts  approach  nearest  to  the  present  oase,  the  defendant 
had,  according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  agreed  lo  buy  from  tha 
plaintiff  45  couple  of  sheep  which  the  detemdant,  the  purchaser,  had 
himself  selected,  and  the  plaintiff  had  by  his  directions  put  thera  ia 
the  defendant's  field.  Had  the  case  stopped  there,  it  would  have  beea 
identical  with  the  present.  But  there  was,  in  addition,  some  evi^ 
donee  that  the  defendant,  after  seeing  them  in  the  field,  counted  them, 
and  said  it  was  all  right,  and,  as  this  was  some  evidence  of  an  accept- 
ance after  the  receipt,  it  became  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  trie 
acceptance  under  the  statute  must  foUow  the  delivery.    Parke,  B^ 
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from  tbo  report  of  lis  observations  daring  the  argament,  aeems  to 
have  attached  much  importance  to  the  selection  of  particular  sheep 
by  the  defendant,  but  in  his  judgment,  he  abstains  from  deciding  on 
that  gnnmdy  though  certainly  not  expressing  any  opinion  that  the 
acceptance  must  be  subsequent  to  the  delivery.    The  other  three 
Barons — ^Alderaoa,  Bolfe,  and  Piatt — express  an  inclination  of  opinion 
tkat  it  is  necessary,  under  the  statute,  that  the  acceptance  should  he^ 
subsequent  to  or  contemporaneous  with  the  receipt ;  but  they  expressly 
abstain  from  deciding  on  that  ground.    In  the  elaborate  judgment  of 
Lord  Gamj^bell  in  Morton  v.  Tibbett,  16  Q.  B.  428  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol. 
69),  in  *which  4he  nature  of  an  acceptance  and  actual  receipt   r^gi  q 
sufficient  to  satisfy  the  statute,  is  fully  expounded ;  he  says  (p.   ^ 
434),  "  The  acceptance  is  to  be  something  which  is  to  precede,  or  at 
any  rate  to  be  oontemporaneous  with,  the  aetual  receipt  of  the  goods, 
and  is  not  to  be  a  subsequent  act  after  the  goods  have  been  actually 
leoeivei^  weighed,  measured,  or  ex;amined."    The  intention  of  the 
I^islature  seems  to  have  been  that  the  contract  should  not  be  good 
oaless  partially  executed,  and  it  is  partially  executed  if,  after  the 
TOidee  has  finally  agreed  on  the  specific  articles  which  he  is  to  take 
ander  the  contract,  the  vendor,  by  the  vendee's  directions,  parts  with 
the  possession,  and  puts  them  under  the  control  of  the  vendee  so  as 
to  put  a  complete  end  to  all  the  rights  of  the  unpaid  vendor  as  such^ 
We  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the  enact- 
ment to  imply  an  intention,  which  the  legislature  has  certainly  no% 
in  terms  expressed,  that  an  acceptanoe  prior  to  the  receipt  will  not 
suffice.    There  is  no  decision  putting  this  construction  on  the  statute,, 
and  we  do  not  think  we  ou^ht  so  to  construe  it. 

We  are,  therefore;^  of  opmion  that  there  was  evidence  in  this  case 
to  satisfy  the  statute,  and  that  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Bule  discharged. 


♦The  QUEEN  v.  BOYES.    May  27.  [♦Sll 

r^irdm.'^Impcackmffd  fry  Home  of  Chminon^—Act  of  SeiOeuient,  12  dr  IS  W.  3,  e.  2, 
f.  3. — FrwiUge  rf  wUnei$  m  noi  annoeriug  pita^M  tending  to  erimiHuie, — Jhtfo^ 
wuUionfbr  bribery, — Corroboration  of  aecomplke. — Praetiee  at  triak 

1.  A  pwdra  nadot  iJke  GiMft  Seal  tafcM  ai««j  tii«  f  riritog*  of  %  witneu  in  not  Miwerfaig,  ■• 
^  m  nsardfl  saj  risk  of  proteeation  at  ih»  lait  or  in  tha  nam*  of  the  Cvown. 

1  Tko  Act  af  SaMlamaol^  M  A 13  W.  3,  a  S,  8.  3,  which  enacto  thai  no  pardon  under  the  Grea4 
M  shatt  be  ulaaitahW  In  har  to  an  taipeaobinent  by  the  Gonunons  in  Parliament,  renden  « 
pute  Wider  the  Great  Seal  wholly  InopetatiM  to  pieveat  impeachment  by  the  Honse  of 
Commone,  and  fo  getting  rid  of  the  ^udpnent  of  the  Hooee  of  Iiorda;  fbr  that  pnrpoee  ft 
9^/^mmi  pardon  maat  tie  granted  by  the  Cmwn :  pei  Coekbwm,  C  J.,  Grompton  •ad  Hill»  Ji.  i 
Mimale  Blaekbttm,  J. 

1  A  merely  lamole  and  naked  pouibUlty  of  legal  periT  to  a  wltaoM  from  answering  a  qneitioR 
m  net  sQftoieBl  to  entitle  him  to  the  privilege  of  noi  aaawering.  To  entitle  hi»  to  the  priyileg« 
•f  tiltacey  the  Conrt  mnei  eee,  flgBoa  ^aciycumataneea  of  tha  ease  and  tha  natnrs  of  the  eridenc* 
vhieh  he  is  ealled  to  give^  that  there  is  reasonable  grennd  to  apprehend  danger  tn  the  wHnes* 
Sem  kii  being  compelled  ta  answer.  Moreoreiv  ^^*  danger  to  be  appmhended  mnat  be  sea4 
«d  appreeiable^  with  refsrenoe  to  the  ordinary  operation  of  law  in  the  ordinary  conrsa  o< 
thiaga^noi  a  danger  of  an  imaginary  and  nnsnbetantial  eharaater,  baring  reference  to  som% 
•straordinaiy  and  barely  possible  eontingency,  sn  impcobaUe  that  no  leasoaahla  man  wooldl 
ii  to  iaflnaftoa  hii  eoadnei. 
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4.  The  poaidoDy  thftl  the  witoeM  is  sole  judge  m  to  whether  his  OTidenee  would  bring  hta 
Into  danger  of  ihe  law,  and  that  the  statement  of  his  belief  to  that  effeet,  if  not  maaifettlj 
made  mal&  flde,  should  be  reeeiTed  as  oonelusirey  denied  hy  this  Court 

5.  Still,  if  the  fact  of  the  witness  being  in  danger  be  onoe  made  to  appear,  great  latitade 
should  be  allowed  to  him  in  judging  for  himself  of  the  effect  of  any  particular  question. 

6.  On  the  trial  of  an  information  for  bribery,  filed  by  the  Attomey-Oenenl  by  the  direction 
of  the  House  of  Commons,  one  of  the  persons  charged  in  the  information  to  bare  been  bribed 
by  the  defendant  was  called  as  a  witness ;  and,  on  his  declining  to  answer  any  questions  with 
fespect  to  the  alleged  bribery,  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed  him  a  pardon  under  ib«  Qreat 
Seal;  which  the  witness  accepted,  but  still  declined  to  answer:  held,  that  the  possible  ri«k  of 
impeachment  by  the  House  of  Commons,  notwithstanding  the  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal, 
aeoording  to  the  Act  of  Settlonent,  12  A 18  W.  3,  e.  3,  s.  8,  was  not  a  snffloient  ground  lo  entitle 
him  to  the  privilege  of  not  answering. 

7.  The  rule  that  the  eridence  of  an  accomplice  requires  corroboration  is  not  a  rule  of  lam, 
but  a  rule  of  general  and  usual  practice ;  the  application  of  which  is  for  the  discretion  of  the 
Judge  by  whom  the  ease  is  tried :  and  in  the  application  of  the  rule  much  depends  on  the 
nature  of  the  offence,  and  the  extent  of  the  oomplicity  of  the  witness  in  it. 

8.  On  the  trial  of  an  information  for  bribery  at  an  election  for  members  of  Parliament  for  a 
borough,  filed  by  the  Attorney-General  by  the  direction  of  the  House  of  Commons,  the  persons 
charged  in  the  information  to  have  been  bribed  by  the  defendant  were  examined  a«  witnesses. 
It  appeared  firom  their  evidence  that  on  the  day  of  the  election  the  witnesses  came  to  the  front 
of  the  house  which  stood  between  and  opened  into  two  parallel  streets  of  the  borough,  and 
went  in  succession  into  the  house,  and  into  a  back  room,  in  which  the  defendant  was  seated; 
after  an  interview  with  the  defendant  each  of  them  passed  into  another  room,  in  which  another 
person  was  seated,  from  whom  each  receiyed  the  sums  mentioned  in  the  information ;  they  then 
passed  into  the  other  street,  and  so  to  the  hustings,  and  voted.  SembUf  that  these  witnesses. 
If  accomplices  of  the  defendant  at  all,  were  not  accomplices  in  such  a  sense  as  to  require 
corroboration ;  and  also  that  here  was  corroboration,  if  necessary. 

9.  On  the  trial  of  that  information  a  witness  who  was  called  to  prove  the  fact  of  his  having 
received  a  bribe  from  the  defendant,  objected  to  give  evidence  on  the  ground  that  the  effect  of 
the  evidence  he  was  called  upon  to  give  would  be  to  criminate  himself.  Thereupon  the  oonnsel 
for  the  Crown  handed  to  the  witness  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal,  who  acoepted  it  The 
witness,  however,  still  objecting  to  give  evidence,  and  the  Judge  entertaining  doubta  ae  to 
whether  the  witness  could  be  properly  compelled  to  answer,  notwithstanding  the  pardon,  an 
irrangement  was  come  to  between  the  ioounsel  on  both  sides,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Judce^ 
thnt  the  witness  should  be  directed  to  answer,  but  that  the  opinion  of  this  Court  should  be 
taken  as  to  whether  the  privilege  of  the  witness  remained  notwithstanding  the  pardon ;  the 
counsel  for  the  Crown  undertaking,  in  the  event  of  this  Court  holding  the  afirmative,  to  enter 
a  nolle  prosequi,  if  the  defendant  should  be  oonvicted.  The  defendant  having  been  convicted, 
this  Court  granted  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  had ;  and,  having  beard 
it  argued,  discharged  it,  protesting  against  the  course  pursued  at  the  trial  being  drawn  into  a 
pPModent — as  the  Court  was  thereby  called  on  to  pronounce  a  judgment  which  it  was  without 
anthority  to  enforce. 

This  was  an  information  filed  by  the  Attorney -General,  in  pursu- 
ance of  a  resolution  of  the  House  of  Commons.  The  first  count 
stated  that,  on  the  29th  April,  1859,  at  the  borough  of  Beverley,  jn 
the  county  of  York,  an  election  was  had  for  choosing  two  burgesses 
to  serve  in  Parliament  for  the  said  borough ;  and .  that  at  the  said 
election  one  Balph  Walters  was  a  candidate ;  and  that  before  the  said 
election  was  so  had  the  defendant  unlawfully,  knowingly,  wickedly,' 
and  corruptly  did  give  to  one  John  Best,  then  being  a  voter,  1/.,  to 
*3131  ii^duce  him  to  vote  at  the  said  election  for  the  said  *Ralph 
^  Walters ;  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  against  the  peace,  &c.  The  second  count  stated 'that 
the  defendant,  whilst  the  said  election  was  being  had,  gave  to  the  said 
John  Best  12.  to  induce  him  to  vote  for  Ralph  Walters.  Tlie  third 
count  stated  that  the  defendant,  before  the  said  election  in  the  first 
count  of  this  information  mentioned  was  so  had  as  therein  mentioned, 
tfi  wit,  on  the  29th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  aforesaid,  unlawfully,^ 
knowingly,  wickedly,  and  corruptly  did  give  to  one  John  Pougher 


1  BEST  ft  SMITH.    Q.  B.  813 


then  being  a  voter,  22.,  to  induce  him  to  vote  at  the  said  election  for 
the  said  Ralph  Walters ;  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
ZDade  and  provided,  and  against  the  peace,  &c.  The  fourth,  fifth,  sixth, 
seventh,  eighth,  and  ninth  counts  cnarged  the  defendant  with  giving 
other  sums  of  21.  and  IL  respectively  to  other  voters  to  induce  them 
to  vote  for  Balph  Walters. 

Plea:  Not  guilty. 

On  the  trial,  before  Martin,  B.,  at  the  Yorkshire  Summer  Assizes 
in  1860,  the  Solicitor-Creneral,  in  opening  the  case  for  the  Crown, 
stated  that  the  evidence  upon  which  the  case  for  the  prosecution  rested 
wovli  be  the  evidence  of  the  persons  who  had  received  the  bribes, 
whom  he  should  call  as  witnesses.  Accordingly  John  Best,  mentioned 
in  the  first  count,  was  called,  and  the  learned  Judge  told  him  that,  by 
the  law  of  England,  no  man  was  bound  to  state  anything  which  sub- 
jected him  to  a  criminal  prosecution ;  and,  if  be  was  asked  any  qur  s- 
tion  with  respect  to  the  alleged  bribery,  he  might  say  whether  Ue 
voald  or  would  not  answer  it,  at  his  pleasure.  The  witness,  up  ju 
being  asked  whether  he  knew  the  defenaant,  declined  answering  t  lie 
question.  The  Solicitor-General  then  produced  a  pardon  of  the  wit- 
ness, under  *the  Great  Seal,  and  handed  it  to  him.(a)  The  r«o»4 
learned  Judge  told  the  witness  that  the  parchment  which  was  ^ 
handed  to  him  was  a  pardon  from  the  Crown  for  the  *part  he  had  ^^q  .  ^ 
taken  in  the  transaction,  so  that  he  could  never  be  prosecuted  ^  ^ 
for  it,  and  asked  him  whether  that  made  any  difference  in  his  wish  to 
answer  the  question  or  not  7    The  witness  stiU  declined  to  answer. 

(«)  Tbe  foUowing  wm  the  form  of  pardon  In  this  eM« : — "  Victoria,  by  the  grace  of  God,  Ae. 
Wbmaa  a  oertain  election  was  dnlj  had  and  held,  upon  the  29th  April,  1869,  at  the  borough  of 
Bereriey,  in  the  eonnty  of  York,  for  the  electing  of  a  burgesi  to  serve  in  thij  present  Parliament 
for  tbe  said  borough :  Now  kmow  tb  that  we,  of  onr  special  grace,  certain  knowledge,  and 
mtn  motion,  and  for  diTora  good  eonsiderationi,  hare  pardoned,  remitted,  and  released,  and  by 
tkees  preeeata,  for  ns,  onr  heirs  and  racoessors,  do  pardon,  remit,  and  release  A.  B.  all  offences 
Iwieinafter  mentioned,  and  all  and  singular  indictments,  impeachments,  inquisitions,  informa- 
^ffu,  salts,  plaints,  exigents,  judgments,  attidnders,  outlawries,  executions,  corporal  imprison> 
■Mts,  pains,  penalties,  forfeitures,  demands,  and  other  punishments  whatsoever  which  he,  tbe 
Mid  A.  B.,  haa  ineorred  or  is  subject  to  for  or  by  reaf  on  of  such  offences,  or  which  we  now  hare 
or  caa  claim,  or  have  had,  or  which  we,  our  heirs  or  successors,  may  hereafter  or  in  any 
■saner  haTo  or  claim,  against  the  said  A.  B.,  for  or  by  reason  of  or  touching  such  offences, 
Afli  M  to  My  .•  of  having,  either  before  or  during  the  said  election,  directly  or  indirectly,  by 
Unatlf  or  by  any  other  person  on  his  behalf,  reoeiTcd  or  agreed,  or  contracted  for  any  money, 
|ift»  lean,  or  ralnable  consideration,  oiflce,  plaoe  or  employment,  for  himself  or  for  any  other 
penoo,  for  voting  or  agreeing  to  vote,  or  for  refraining  or  agreeing  to  refrain  frx>m  voting,  at 
tbo  Mid  election  ;  and  also  for  having,  after  the  said  election,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  himself 
•r  by  any  other  person  on  his  behalf,  received  any  money  or  valuable  consideration  on  account 
tf  uy  person  having  voted  or  refrained  flrom  voting,  or  having  induced  any  other  person  to 
▼«to  or  to  refrain  from  voting,  at  the  said  election,  and  all  and  every  other  act  and  acts  of 
^^ry,  and  all  and  every  bribery  and  briberies,  corrupt  practice  and  corrupt  practices,  corrupt 
nettrings  and  payments  of  money  by  the  sud  A.  B.  done  or  committed,  or  attempted  to  be 
4mm  or  committed,  at  the  said  election,  or  whereof  the  said  A.  B.  was  or  is  guilty  in  connection 
vilh,  tooehing  or  relating  to  the  said  election,  and  all  and  every  crime,  offence,  or  misdemeanor  by 
tks  Mid  A.  B.  done  or  committed,  or  attempted  to  be  done  or  committed,  at  or  before,  or  during 
w  tfler  the  said  election,  and  in  any  way  connected  with,  or  relating  to  or  touching  the  said 
•ioetioa ;  and  we  do  by  these  presents  give  and  grant  unto  him,  the  said  A.  B.,  onr  firm  peace 
th«Kapon ;  and,  fhrther,  we  strictly  command  all  and  singular  judges,  justices,  and  all  othera 
vhatsoever,  that  this  our  present  IVee  and  gracious  pardon  shall  be  construed,  exponnded,  and 
MMgad  in  ail  our.  Courts  and  elsewhere  by  the  general  words,  clauses,  and  aentenees  abova 
•Bid,  in  t^e  largest  and  most  beneficial  sense,  for  the  most  fhll  and  firm  discharge  of  him  the 
nU  A.  B.,  according  to  our  true  intention  expressed  in  these  letters  patent,  without  any 
■obigaity,  qnaatioii^  or  delay  Matspever,"  4o. 
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The  l^riied  Jadge  exprened  gtMl  doulft  wketfaier  he  ought  k>  tell  liie 
witne&s  that  he  was  houtid  to  an»irer ;  and  the  Solioitor^G^iieral  sm^ 
gested,  with  respect  to  this  and  the  other  witaesies  who  slioald  be 
called,  (iist  they  should  be  told  that  they  w&t^  boutid  to  answer ;  aad 
that  if  there  should  be  a  verdict  for  the  Crown,  and  &e  del^ndMit 
should  be  brought  up  for  judgment,  or  the  defendant  should  mott 
for  a  new  trial,  and  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opfnion 
that  the  Judge  ought  not  to  have  required  -die  witnesses  to  answer, 
then  their  answers  should  not  be  used  against  them.  He  ci^bed  Begisa 
t;.  Garbetl.  2  Car.  &  K.  474  (£.  C.  L.  B.  yol.  «1),  1  Den.  C.  C.  2S1 
The  learned  Judge,  after  consulting  Wilde,  B.,  addifessing  the  SoK^ 
citor-General,  said,  "  If  I  iatproperly  and  illegall  j  compel  the  witnen 
to  answer  the  question,  tibe  defendant  is  to  have  the  b^iefit  of  it ;  and 
if  the  Court  shall  say  that  be  is  rtiie^wd  from  answ^erring  because  ho 
is  liable  to  some  proceeding,  you  are  no  longer  to  press  the  proseca- 
tion ;  otherwise  I  shall  exclude  the  evidence."  The  leamea  Judge 
then  told  the  witness  that  he  was  bound  by  law  to  answer  the  ques- 
tions, and  therefore  he  must  answer  them.  Similar  pardons  w^-e  also 
given  to  the  other  witnesses.    It  appeared  from  the  evidence  of  the 

*dl61  ^^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^  ^7  ^^  the -election  they  eauM  to  the  froel 
}  of  *a  house  which  stood  between  and  opened  into  two  paralfel 
streets  of  the  town  of  Beverley,  and  went  in  succession  into  the 
house,  and  into  a  back  room,  in  whioh  the  defendant  was  seated; 
after  an  interview  with  the  defendant  each  df  them  passed  into  another 
room,  in  which  another  person  was  seated,  from  whom  each  received 
the  sums  mentioned  in  the  several  counts  of  the  information ;  they 
then  passed  into  the  other  street,  and  so  to  the  hustings,  and  votea. 
At  the  close  of  the  case  for  the  prosecution,  the  counsel  for  the  de^ 
fendant  took  several  objections ;  and,  among  others,  that  there  was 
no  corroborative  evidence  of  the  witnesses,  wno  Were  all  accomplicei 
with  the  defendant,  and  that  the  Judge  ought  to  tell  the  .jury  that 
they  ought  not  to  conviot  on  the  uncorroborated  testimony  of  ihs 
accomplices,  citing  Begins  v.  Stubbs,  Dears.  C.  C.  566.  The  learned 
Judge  said  that  he  was  not  prepared  to  take  that  course,  but  that  he 
would  reserve  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  he  was  wrong  in  compelling  tlie  witnesses  to  answer,  and 
on  the  ground  of  the  absence  of  corroboration.  It  was  finally  agreed 
that  if  the  Court  of  Queen^s  Bench,  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  should 
think  that  there  ought  to  be  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that  the  wit* 
Besses  ought  not  to  have  been  obmpeUed  to  answer,  or  that  the  Judge 
ought  to  have  directed  an  acquittal  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
confirmatory  evidence,  then  the  Solicitor-General  undertook  to  enter 
a  nolle  prosequi*  The  learned  Judge,  in  summing  up,  said,  "  AnoUier 
question  has  arisen  in  this  case.  There  has  been  a  long  course  of 
practice,  in  the  administration  of  the  cKtninai  law  of  this  countfy« 
that  a  man  cannot  be  lawfully  convicted  upon  the  Uncorroborated 
*8171  ^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^  accessory.  ....  I  think  it  may  *be  doubtful 
^  whether  or  not  the  evidence  in  this  case  will  be  found  to  be  ef 
that  corroborative  character  which  the  law  requires:"  but  he  added 
that  the  case  was  distinguishable  from  Begina  v.  Stuobs,  for  the  wit* 
nesses  in  that  case  were  accessories  properly  so  called,  and  all  coa- 
oerned  in  the  same  offence  in  which  they  ma»  to  g; w  evideass 
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aguBsl  the  defencUMi;  wiieriiMi  itt  this  «Me,  if  tbe  jury  tliought  that 
the  witnesses  bad  spoken  the  truth,  all  the  acts  of  bribery  were  sepa* 
nldy  transBOted,  and  w^efe  w>t  one  and  tiie  aame  offisnoe.  The  jvaj 
fband  a  verdiot  of  guilty  on  the  third  ooant,  and  not  guilt j  on  tiMr 
otb^ra.    In  the  Mlowing  Michaelmas  Teorm  (NoTember  7th,  1690), 

Edward  James  tnofyed  for  a  rule  oailing  upon  the  Attorney-Oenefal 
»  show  cause  why  a  new  trial  should  not  be  had,  on  the  grounds, 
SxiH,  that  the  Judge  had  improperly  compelled  the  witness  to  answer, 
and  receiTed  in  evidenue  the  answers  so  obtained ;  citing  Stark.  Et. 
206,  4th  ed.,  and  Bex  v.  Beading,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  259,  296 :  secondly, 
that  there  was  no  evidence  in  corroboration  of  the  witnesses,  and  the 
Judge  ought  to  have  cautioned  the  jury  against  trusting  the  evidence 
of  an  uncorroborated  accomplice. 

November  14th.    A  rule  was  granted. 

This  rule  was  argued  at  the  sittings  in  banc  after  Hilary  Term, 
1861,  on  the  12th  and  13th  February ;  before  Wightman,  Crompton, 
Hill,  and  Blackburn,  Js. 

The  Solicitor 'Chneralf  Overend,  Jfonk,  and  Ckcuby  showed  cause.-** 
1.  The  witness  w^3  rightly  compelled  to  answer*  By  answering  he 
did  not  become  subject  *to  any  criminal  proceeding,  seeing  that  rt  o^i  d 
tbe  time  for  bringing  a  qui  tarn  action  had  expired,  and  he  had  ^ 
the  pardon  of-  the  Grown ;  the  effect  oi  which  was  to  make  him  a  new 
man,  and  consequendy  to  bar  any  proceedings  by  or  in  the  name  of 
the  Crown:  2  TayL  Sv.  §  1312,  8d  ed.  The  author  there  refers  to 
two  old  cases,  BeK  v.  Beading,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  259,  296,  Bex  v.  The 
Sari  of  Shaftesbury,  8  How.  bt.  Tr.  617,  whieh  he  questions,  refer* 
ring  to  the  note  by  the  reporters  in  Boberts  v.  Allatt,  1  M.  &  M.  198, 
iKite  (A)  (E.  C.  L.  R  vol.  22).  In  Wigr.  Discovery,  §  181,  '*If  the 
answer  of  the  defendant  to  a. given  question  would  subject  him  to 
pains  or  penalties,  die  pluntiff  is  not  entitled  to  an  answer  to  such 
quegtion."  In  Begina  v.  Monro,  tried  before  Erie,  J.,  at  the  Central 
Orinunal  Oourt)  in  August,  1847,  which  was  an  indictment  for  slaying 
in  a  duel.  Major  Cuddy,  one  of  the  seconds,  was  called  as  a  witnese* 
ibrthe  Crown,  and  being  desired  to  state  what  occurred  just  before 
tbe  duel,  declined  to  answer;  on  which  a  pardon  was  produced  and 
given  to  him ;  but,  he  still  objecting,  Brie,  J.,  said^  a  pard<m  takes 
sway  the  privilege  of  silence,  and  therefore  he  must  answer.  But 
where  questions  tending  merely  to  disgfwx  the  oharaeter  of  a  witness 
Me  put,  he  must  answer  if  the  questions  are  relevant  to  the  issne : 
Best  on  Evid.,  p.  174,  3d  ed. 

2.  The  seeoiKl  branch  of  tiie  rule  aho  fkils.  The  witness  and  the 
defendant  are  not  accomplices;  tiieir  offences  being  <}uite  distinct.. 
Besides,  this  person  was  not  an  aooomplioe  in  such  a  sense  as  to 
require  corroboration.  It  has  been  hela  that  persons  present  at  a 
prize  fight,  where  death  ensues,  are  guilty  of  manslaughter,  but  are 
net  aoeomplices  in  that  sense :  Bex  v.  Hargrave,  5  C.  ft  P.  170  (E.  OL 
L.  R.  vol.  24).  The  reason  for  the  rule  requiring  the  confirmation  of 
*an  accomplice  is  that  the  accomplice  may  be  tempted  to  accuse  r*o|n 
falsely  in  order  to  save  himself:  Buss.  Cr.  by  Greaves,  book  6,  '- 
eh.  6,  sect.  6 ;  a  rule  which  cannot  apply  where  the  alleged  aocomr 
plice  has  been  pardoned.  Whether  an  individual  stands  in  the  posi- 
tion of  an  aoooinplioe  is  matter  for  the  disoretion  of  the  Judge  al  tb« 
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-^That  WM  a  ease  of  felony,  not  misdemeanor.}  The  lav  is  laid  down 
in  2  Tayl.  Et.  §  1808;  8d  ed.,  that  a  witness  is  not  compellable  Ui 
answer  questions  the  answers  to  which  wonld  have  a  tendency  to  expose 
him  to  a  criminal  charge ;  and  in  §  1812,  it  is  stated  that  if  the  offence 
has  been  pardonted,  the  witness  will  be  bound  to  answer.  These  pass- 
ages, however,;  do  not  refer  to  the  case  of  impeachment,  which  n^as 
not  present  to  the  author's  mind.  [Blackburn,  J. — Taylor  refers  to 
an  American  case,  The  People  v.  Mather,  4  Wend.  229,  where  Marey, 
J.,  delivered^  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  and,  after  a  learned  and 
elaborate  argument,  decided  that  the  witness  there  was  not  obliged  to 
answer.  His  conclusion  is,  p.  257,  "I  think  the  Judge  could  not 
safely  say  that  the  privilege  was  claimed  by  the  witness  in  this  case 
as  a  mere  subterfuge  to  suppress  the  truth,  and  thereby  aid  the  escape 
of  the  guilty."  That  is  the  reason'  of  the  decision,  and  it  is  a  very 
sensible  rule  to  go  by.] 

The  possibility  of  impeachment  by  the  House  of  Commons  is  so 
remote  that  the  Judge  at  the  trial  ought  not  to  take  it  into  considera- 
tion;  and  great  difficulties  would  arise  in  the  administration  of  justice 
from  his  doing*  so.  An  impeaehment  by  the  House  of  Commons  is 
only  resorted  to  for  great  and  enormous  offences,  with  which  the  ordi- 
nary tribunals  are  unable  to  deal :  Com.  Dig.  ParUament,  L.  28-40 ; 

*8241  *  ^^*  "^'  ^^* '  ^  ^^^'  ^*'  *Thus  one  of  the  articles  of  im- 
-'  peachment  against  the  Earl  of  Strafford  was  endeavouring  to 
stir  up  enmity  and  hostility  between  His  Majesty's  subjects  of  Eng- 
land and  those  of. Scotland:  8  How.  St  Tr.  1882,  1S8&;  and  one  of 
those  against  Warren  Hastings  was  that  he  had,  contrary  to  justice 
and  honour,  abandoned  a  certain  party.  [CroiIpton>  J. — Are  yoa  not 
confounding  an  impeachment  with  a  bill  of  attainder  ?  The  House 
of  Commons  were  unable  to  impeach  Sir  John  Fenwick  of  high  trea- 
son because  there  was  onlv  one  Witness  against  him,  the  other  having 
been  spirited  away ;  but  they  and  the  Lonls  passed  a  bill  of  attaindtr 
to  cut  off  his  head  on  the  evidence  of  one.  (a)]  There  may  be  some 
difference  between  impeachment  and  bill  of  attainder.  [Cockburk, 
C.  J. — Suppose  the  House  of  Commons  found  that  in  some  particular 
place  there  was  such  an  incurable  tendency  to  bribery  that  no  hope, 
of  a  conviction  before  an  ordinary  court  of  justice  could  be  had, 
however  plain  the  proof,  and  therefore  thought  the  better  course 
would  be  to  impeach  the  parties  before  a  tribunal  where  justice  would 
be  certain.  Cbohpton,  «i. — If  that  would  be  unconstitutional,  it  was 
worse  to  impeach  a  clergyman  for  preaching  a  high  church  sermon,  (i)] 
In  any  event,  the  Judge  is  bound  to  consider  whether  the  party  is 
liable  to  be  impeached  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  not  in  extra- 
ordinary circumstances.  If,  indeed,  the  House  of  Commons  had  passed 
a  resolution  declaring  the  witness,  and  those  acting  with  him,  guilty 
of  bribery,  and  that  they  ought  to  be  impeached ;  then  he  might  be 
said  to  be  in  some  danger.  But,  so  far  is  that  from  being  the  case 
*S251  ^^^^'  *that  the  House,  instead  of  proceeding  by  impeachment^ 
^  expresslv  directed  this  prosecution  according  to  the  ordinary 
law  of  the  land.  [Crompton,  J. — There  is  always  the  remote  possi* 
biUty  that  there  may  be  some  infbrmality  in  the  pardon.   Is  a  witness 

(a)  Se«  bii  cmae,  IS  How.  St  Tr.  588. 

(6)  See*  Dr.  SMbvrenUli  Owe,  16  Hew;  St  Tf.  1. 
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jttstxd^  in  refVisiiig  to  ansWr  6ii  ikiH  accbiini?]    Tliere,  in  reality/; 
thi^  is  no  pardon. 

As  to  tli6  argument  founded  on  the  Act  of  Settlement,  12  k  13  W. 
3,  c.  i,  s,  S\  that  statute  does  riot  render  a  pardon  inoperative  in  the 
case  of  impeachment,  but  simply  prevents  its  h^mgikaded,  so  as  to 
anppress  public  inquiry  into  the  case.  In  Vin.  Abr.,  Prerogative  (T.  2\ 
pi.  S3,  it  is  laid  down  that  the  King  cannot  be  divesied  of  any  of  his 
prerogatives  by  general  Words  in  ah  Act  of  Parliariient,  but  that  there 
must  be  plain  and  express  words  for  that  purpose. 

Educard  James,  contr^ — ^^With  respect  to  the  laist  part  of  the  argu- 
ment of  the  Crown,  the  Act  of  Settlement  introduced  no  new  law, 
bat  was  declaratory  of  the  old.    So'far  back  as  the  time  of  Ed.  8,.  the 
prerogative  of  pardon  in  th^  Crown  lay  under  limitation :  Com.  Dig., 
Pardon  (B.)     [CocjCBURN.  C.  J. — The  majority  of  the  Court  are  of ' 
opinion  that  the  effect  of  the  provision  in  the  Act  of  Settlement  which 
Kas  been  referred  to  is  to  render  a  pardon  wlioUy  inoperative  to  pre- 
vent impeachment  by  the  House  of  Commons,  and  tnereby  getting 
rid  of  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords ;  for  that  purpose  a  subae- 
funt  pardon  must  be  granted  by  the  Crown.     My  brother  Blackb^rn, 
does  not  come  to  the  same  coricfusiori ;  but  he  agreies  with  us  that  that; ' 
question  need  riot  be  considered  now,  for  it  is  a  matter  of  some  doubt 
and  difficulty,  and  we  think  that  i  man  ought  not  to  be  j)ut  in  peril 
by  being  *c6mpelled  to  answer  a  question  when  tbe  propriety  rz^oAg 
of  that  course'  depends  on  s6  doubtful  a  point.    You  riiay  ^   . 
tberefore  leave  the  second  part  of  the  argument  of  the  Crown.    The 
questiori  now  is,  riot  whether  this  riian  carir  be  impeached,  for  he  might ' 
be  impe^hed  for  many  things  besides  bribery,  but  whether  the  pos- 1 
sibility  of  the  man  b^ing  impeaiched  for  bribery  will  protect  him  ] 
against  being  compelled  to  ansWer  this  question.    For  tnis  purpose 
we  must  judge  from  the  course  wTiich  jiarliarnerit  has  pursued  in  like 
cases,  arid  inquire.  Is  there,  practically,  any  reason  to  anticipate  such 
a  danger  to  hrrii  ?]   To  com6.  then,  to  that  question.    The  reason  why  ' 
DO  authority  exists  upon  it  is  chiefly  owing  to  this,  that  grounds  of 
contempt  cannot  be  inquired  into  by  the  Superior  Courts.    The  qiies-  | 
tion  should  be  deterriiined  in  the  same  way  as  if  the  facts  here  were 
stated  in  the  i^eturn  to  an  habeas  corpus.   It  would  be  very  dangerous 
to  lay  down  as  a  proposition  of  laW  that  the  probability  or  improba- 
bility of  a  man's  being  proceeded  algainst  should  be  taken  into'con- ' 
lideratiori  in  determining  whether  he'  sliould  be  coriipelled  to  answer 
a  question  the  answer  to  which  riiay  criminate  him.    An  accom|>lice 
i«  not  compellable  to  give  evidence,  if.  he  refuses  to  chance  the  p6ssi- 
bility  of  his  being  proceeded  against  dfterwards :  and  a  man  will  not  be 
compelled  to  answer  if  he  was  author  of  a  libel,  even  when  his  pro- 
secution for  it  is  highly  improiiable.    So  a  man  will  not  bo  compelled 
to  say  whether  he  has  been  guilty  of  blasphemy,  although  his  prose-  \ 
cation  for  it  under  the  9  &  10  W .  3,  c.  82,  is  in  the  highest  aeigree 
improbable.     [Crompton,  J. — lii  our  old  law  of  evidence  the  most 
remote  pecuniary  interest  disqualified  a  Witness;  but  that  id  t<y  be 
Tcgrettea.    Blackburn,  J. — Still  the  defendant's  counsel  has  to  show 
that  the  *reih6test  possibility  of  cWminatioil  will  protect.]     It  r^cgiv 
is  incorrecf  to  say  that  a  parliarii6ntary  iriipeaehment  cari  only  »- 
be  fair  high  crimes  and  misdemeanors ;  it  must  be  for  o£fenc^s  koiOTi^n 
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to  the  law  of  tlie  land:  Selden's  Judicature  in  Parliament  oh.  2, 
Hale's  Jurisdiction  of  the  Lords'  House,  or  Parliament,  ch.  16. 
Although  there  is  some  difference  of  opinion  on  the  subject,  it  is  in 
the  breast  of  the  witness  himself  to  declare  whether  a  question  put 
t6  him  will  criminate  him,  provided  that,  in  making  that  declaration, 
he  acts  bonfi  fide.  Fisher  v.  Ronalds,  12  0.  B.  762,  765  (E.  C.  K  B. 
vol.  74),  is  an  authority  on  the  point.  Maule,  J.,  there  says :  "  The 
witness  might  be  asked,  '  Were  you  in  London  on  such  a  day  ?'  and, 
though  apparently  a  very  simple  question,  he  might  have  good  reason 
to  object  to  answer  it,  knowing  that,  if  he  admitted  that  he  was  in 
London  on  that  day,  his  admission  might  complete  a  chain  of  evidence 
against  him  which  would  lead  to  his  conviction."  [Blackburn,  J. — 
In  that  case  the  question  was  not  decided:  the  Judges  expressly  say 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  do  so.]  Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

CocKBURX,  C.  J. — This  case  comes  before  us  under  peculiar  circmii* 
stances.  At  the  trial  of  the  defendant  on  an  information  by  the 
Attornev-General  for  bribery,  a  witness  who  waB  called  to  prove  the 
fact  of  his  having  received  a  bribe  from  the  defendant,  objected  to 
give  evidence  on  the  ground  that  the  effect  of  the  evidence  he  Wiis 
called  upon  to  give  would  be  to  criminate  himself.  Thereupon  the 
*S281  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  Grown  handed  *a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal 
^  to  the  witness,  who  accepted  it.  The  witness  however  still 
objecting  to  give  evidence,  and  the  learned  Judge  who  presided  at  the 
trial  entertaining  doubts  as  to  whether  the  witness  could  be  properly 
compelled  to  answer  notwithstanding  the  pardon,  an  arrangement  was 
come  to  between  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Judge,  that  the  witness  should  be  directed  to  answer,  but  that  the 
opinion  of  this  Court  should  be  taken  as  to  whether  the  privilege  of 
the  witness  remained  notwithstanding  the  pardon ;  the  counsel  for  the 
Crown  undertaking,  in  the  event  of  this  Court  holding  the  affirmative, 
to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  if  the  defendant  should  be  convicted. 

We  think  it  necessary  to  protest  against  a  repetition  on  any  future 
occasion  of  a  proceeding  which  we  believe  to  be  wholly  unprece- 
dented, it  appearing  to  us  inconvenient  and  unbecoming  that  this 
Court  should  be  called  upon  to  pronounce  a  judgment  which  it  is 
without  authority  to  enforce.  It  is  perhaps  to  be  regretted  that  a 
rule  nisi  should  under  such  circumstances  have  been  granted.  Proba- 
bly, had  the  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  been  moved  for  on  this  ground 
alone,  we  should  have  refused  the  rule,  but,  the  rule  having  been 
moved  for  on  other  grounds  as  well  as  on  this,  it  was  perhaps  some- 
what improvidently  allowed  on  this  ground  also.  Now,  however,  the 
matter  having  been  discussed  on  a  rule  granted  by  us,  we  think  it 
best  to  pronounce  our  opinion  on  the  point  submitted  to  us ;  but  we 
are  anxious  to  protect  ourselves  against  the  present  proceeding  being 
drawn  into  precedent,  or  adopted  on  any  future  occasion. 

Upon  the  first  argument,  we  held  that  the  pardon  took  away  the 
*8291  P^^^^^^S^  of 'the  witness,  so  far  as  regaraed  any  *risk  of  prose- 
-'  cution  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown,  but  it  was  objected  that  a 
^rdon  was  no  protection  against  an  impeachment  by  the  Commons 
in  Parliament,  and  on  this  point  the  case  was  argued  before  us  in  th« 
last  Term. 
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*  . 

The  qaestion  on  whicli  our  opinion  is  now  required  is  whether  the 
eoactment  of  the  8d  Section  of  the  Act  of  Settlement,  12  &  18  W.  % 
c.  %  that  "  no  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal  of  England  be  pleadable 
to  an  impeachment  by  the  C!ommons  in  Parliament,"  is  a  sufficient 
reason  for  holding  that  the  privilege  of  the  witness  still  existed  in 
this  case,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness,  though  protected  by  the 
pardon  against  every  other  form  of  prosecution,  might  possibly  be 
subject  to  parliamentary  impeachment.  In  support  of  this  proposition 
it  was  urged,  on  behalf  of  tne  defendant,  that  oribery  at  the  election 
of  members  to  serve  in  Parliament  being  a  matter  in  which  the  House 
of  Commons  would  be  likely  to  take  a  peculiar  interest  as  imme- 
diately affecting  its  own  privileges,  it  was  not  impossible  that,  if  other 
remedies  proved  ineffectual,  proceedings  by  impeachment  might  be 
resorted  to.  It  was  also  contended  that  a  bare  possibility  df  legal 
peril  was  sufficient  to  entitle  a  witness  to  protection ;  nay,  further, 
that  the  witness  was  the  sole  judge  as  to  whether  his  evidence  would 
bring  him  into  danger  of  the  law :  and  that  the  statement  of  his 
belief  to  that  effect,  if  not  manifestly  made  malfi  fide,  should  be 
received  as  conclusive. 

With  the  latter  of  these  propositions  we  are  altogether  unable  to 
concur.  Upon  a  review  of  the  authorities,  we  are  clearlv  of  opinion 
that  the  view  of  the  law  propounded  by  Lord  Wensleydale,  in  Osborn 
V,  The  London  Dock  Company,  10  Exch.  698,  701,  f  and  acted  upon 
by  y.  C.  Stuart,  in  Sidebottom  v.  Adkins,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  681.  is  the 
correct  one ;  and  that,  to  ^entitle  a  party  called  as  a  witness  r,^QQA 
to  the  privilege  of  silence,  the  Court  must  see,  from  the  cir-  '- 
cumstances  of  the  case  and  the  nature  of  the  evidence  which  the 
witness  is  called  to  give,  that  there  is  reasonable  ground  to  apprehend 
danger  to  the  witness  from  his  being  compelled  to  answer.  We 
ind^  quite  agree  that,  if  the  fact  of  the  witness  being  in  danger  be 
once  made  to  appear,  great  latitude  should  be  allowed  to  him  \\s 
judging  for  himself  of  the  effect  of  any  particular  question :  there 
being  no  doubt,  as  observed  by  Alderson,  B.,  in  Osborn  v.  The  Lon- 
don Dock  Company,  that  a  question  which  might  appear  at  first  sight 
a  very  innocent  one,  might,  by  affording  a  link  in  a  chain  of  evidence, 
become  the  means  of  bringing  home  an  offence  to  the  party  answering. 
Subject  to  this  reservation,  a  Judge  is,  in  our  (pinion,  bound  to  insist 
on  a  witness  answering  unless  he  is  satisfied  that  the  answer  will  tend 
to  place  the  witness  in  peril. 

Further  than  this,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  danger  to  be  appre- 
hended must  be  real  and  appreciable,  with  reference  to  the  ordinary 
operation  of  law  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things — not  a  danger  of 
an  imaginary  and  unsubstantial  character,  having  reference  to  some 
extraordinary  and  barely  possible  contingency,  so  improbable  that  no 
reasonable  man  would  suffer'  it  to  influence  his  conduct.  We  think 
that  a  merely  remote  and  naked  possibility,  out  of  the  ordinary  course 
of  the  law  and  such  as  no  reasonable  man  would  be  affected  by,  should 
not  be  suffered  to  obstruct  the  administration  of  justice.  The  object 
of  the  law  is  to  afford  to  a  party,  called  upon  to  give  evidence  in  a 
proceeding  inter  alios,  protection  against  being  brought  by  means  of 
nis  own  evidence  within  the  penalties  of  the  law.  But  it  would 
he  to  convert  a  salutary  protection  into  a  means  of  abuse  if  it 
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^^11   ^^^^^^?  ^^  ^^^^  ^^^^  ^  mjsre  imaginary  possibiliij  of  da^^pFf 
/-'  however  remote  and  improb^ible,  was  sufficient  to  justify  tbe 
withholaing  of  evidence  essential  to  th^  en4s  of  justice. 

"SoyTf  in  the  present  case,  no  one  sferiously  supposes  that  the  witn^ 
runs  the  slightest  risk  of  an  impeachment  by  the  House  of  Commobs. 
No  instance  of  such  a  proceeding  in  th^  unhappily  too  numerous 
cases  of  bribery  which  have  engajfed  the  attention  of  the  fiouae  6i 
Commons  has  ever  occurred,  or,  so  far  as  we  are  aware,  has  ever  been 
thought  of.  To  suppose  that  such  a  proceeding  would  Tie  applied  to 
ihe  case  pf  this  witness  would  be  simply  ridiculous ;  more  especially 
as  the  proceeding  by  information  was  i^nde^rtaken  by  the  Attorney- 
.General  by  the  direction  of  the  House  itself,  and  it  would  therefore 
be  co^itrary  to  all  justice  to  treat  the  pardon  provided,  in  the  interest 
of  the  prosecutioT\,  to  insure  the  /Bvidence  of  the  witness  as  a  nullity, 
and  to  subject  him  to  a  proceeding  by  impeachment. 

It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  witness  in  this  case  was  not.  in 
a  rjitional  point  of  view,  in  any  the  slightest  real  danger  from  the  evi- 
dence he  was  called  upon  to  give  when  protected  by  the  pardon  frojtj 
all  ordinary  legal  proceedings;  and  that  it  was  therefore  the  duty  of 
the  presiding  Jud^e  to  compel  him  to  answer. . 
'  It  follows  (ihat,  m  our  opiniQn,  the  law  officers  of  the  Crown  are  not 
bound  to  enter  a  nolle  proseqiu  ^n  favour  of  the  defendant. 
'  *'    '  .    ,      -     -       ^     Bule 'discharged  accordinjjl^^ 
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ffiiffoind^  of  j^iHiiifft.—Common  LwQ  Frocedufp  Act,  19^  (23  it  24  r><^  e.  12$). 

fl?- 

A  4cclanlion  Alleged  that  A.,  administrfttof  of  ]B*  aD4  .C-»  rajBd  D.,  for  monej  payable  b| 
bim  to  A.  aa  admlniitrator,  and  C;  for  money  paid  ^7  0.  aiid  B.  ip  bis  iifetime,' Ac. ;  aodfol 
iioney  paid  by  A.,  admioiitrator,  Ac.,  and  C.  j  and  for  money  lent  by  0.  and  B.  In  bif  lifetime; 
and  for  money  lent  by  A.,  administrator,  Ae.,  and  0. ;  and  on  acoonnts  stated  between  the 
defendant  and  Ay  administrator,  Ae.,  apd  C.  To  thia  deelaration  the  defendant  demorred. 
Held, 

1.  That  the  declaration  was  bad  for  mi^oinder. 

1,  That  the  defect  was  not  oared  by  the  Common  Law  procedure  Act,  1860  (SS  A  24  Vict, 
e.  12«),  s.  la.  .  ^     ^ 

The  declaration  alleged  that  Francis  Field  Bellingham,  adminis- 
trator of  the  goods,  chattels,  and  credits  of  Thomas  Bellingham, 
deceased,  who  died  intestate,  &c.,  and  William  Williams,  sued  Henrv 
Clark  for  money  payable  by  the  defendant  to  the  said  Francis  Field 
Bellingham,  administrator  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  William  Wil- 
liams; for  money  paid  by  the  said  William  Williams  and  the  said 
Thomas  ^ellingham  in  his  lifetime  for. the  defendant  at  his  request; 
and  for  money  paid  hjy  the  said  Francis  Fi^d  Bellingham,  adininis- 
itrator  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  William  Williams  for  the  defendant 
at  his  request;  and  fqr  money  lent  by  the  said  William  Williams  and 
the  said  Thomas  Bellingham  in  his  lifetime  to  the  defendant;  and 
jTor  money  lent  by  the  said  Francis  Field  Bellingham,  administrator 
^s  aforesaid,  and  the  said  William  Williams  to  the  defendant;  apd  for 
poney  fouh4  to  be  due  rroifi  the  defendant  to  the  said  Francis  Fiel4 
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Bdiioghwu,  administrator  as  aforesaid,  sni  Uie  mid  William  Wil- 
lUma  upon  accounts  stated  between  tbe  idefendant  and  the  said  Francis 
Field  BelUngham,  as  administfator  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  William 
Williams:  and  Uie  said  Francis  Field  ^BeUtngham,  admin-  ri^oog 
istrator  as  aforesaid,  and  ibe  said  Wiiliam  Williams,  claimed  ^ 
200t 

The  defend^int  demurred,  aMeging  for  giponds  thai  irhere  £oald  be 
no  such  causes  as  those  stated  in  the  declaration  in  which  the  admin- 
istrator of  a  deceased  can  sue  jointly  with  another  suing  in  his  own 
right  on  contracts.  As  to  the  coants  on  contracts  snpMsed  to  hare 
b^n  made  by  the  defendant  with  the  jjatestate  and  WilUama,  tbe 
administrator  had  no  legal  interest,  as  tbe  legal  interest  and  right  to 
sue  would  surviye  to  Williams.  As  to  Hie  counts  on  causes  of  action 
anpposed  to  have  accrued  to  the  adminbtrator  and  Williams,  the 
administrator  either  was  not  entitled  at  all  if  they  arose  out  of  con* 
tracts  made  with  ihe  deceased,  or  not  entitled  ss  administrator  if  the/ 
arose  out  of  contracts  made  with  him  and  Williams.  There  was  also 
a  misjoinder  of  causes  of  action,  part  of  Abe  money  sought  to  be  re- 
covered being  assets  of  the  deceased,  and  part  not  such  assets  of  the 
deceased ;  and  part  could  only  be  due  to  Williams  alone,  and  part 
might  be  due  to  both  plaintiflb. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Watkin  WiUiamSf  in  support  of  the  declaration. — Previous  to  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Aet,  1860  (28  &  '24  Vict.  c.  126),  sect.  19, 
this  declaration  would  have  been  bad  for  misjoinder ;  but  that  section 
removes  the  difficulty.  It  enacts,  ''The  joinder  of  too  many  plaintifib 
shall  not  be  fatal,  but  every  action  may  be  brought  in  the  name  of 
all  the  persons  in  whom  the  legal  right  may  be  suppo^iad  to  ^^^ist ; 
^d  juagment  may  he  given  in  favour  of  the  plaintios  by  whom  the 
setion  is  brought,  or  of  one  or  more  of  them.,  or,  in  case  of  any  ques^ 
tton  of  misjoinder  b^ng  ^raised,  then  in  lavour  of  sugh  one  pool 
or  more  of  them  as  shall  be  adjudged  by  the  Court  to  be  enti-  ^ 
dedto  recover:  provided  always,  that  the  defendant,  though  unsuc- 
cessful, shall  be  entitled  to  his  costs  occasioned  by  joining  any  person 
or  persons  in  whose  favour  judgment  is  not  given.,  unless  otherwise 
ordered  by  the  Court  or  a  Judge.''  That  applies  here,  for  tbe  plain- 
tt&,  not  knowing  which  of  them  is  entitled  to  sue,  have  declared  in 
the  names  of  both.  [Cbompton,  J. — The  meaning  of  the  statute  }$ 
that  yoi;  may  joi;)  in  your  declaration  all  the  persons  whom  you  sup- 
pose entitled  to  sue  on  a  contract ;  but  it  does  not  authorize  you  to 
make  several  persons  declare  on  a  contract  the  right  to  sue  on  which 
has  come  to  one  of  them  by  survivorship.  The  section  in  question 
relates  to  what  takes  place  at  f^  trial,  not  to  the  case  of  a  demurrer.] 
If  th^  be  so,  the  defendant  ought  not  to  have  demurred  to  tbe  declare* 
tion,  but  reserved  his  objection  for  the  trial. 

No  counsel  appeared  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

CocKBUEX,  C.  J. — Tbe  statute  meant  to  cure  this  evil :  you  put  into 
a  declaration  as  plaintifli  several  persons,  believing  them  to  have  a 
joint  cause  of  action :  that  turns  out  to  be  a  mistake,  for  it  is  found 
that  some  of  them  are  not  entitled  to  recover.  Before  the  statute  you 
would  have  lost;  but  sect.  19  of  the  statute  says  that  the  names  of 
those  persons  may  be  struck  out.    That  enactment,  however,  does 
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not  apply  wben  you  bring  an  action,  not  believing  that  all  the  plain- 
tiff have  a  joint  right  of  action,  and  it  appears  on  the  face  of  the 
proceedings  that  the  action  ought  to  have  been  brought  by  some  of 
^ooK-y  them  only.  Two  plaintiffs  cannot  "^bring  an  action,  saying, 
•'  one  or  other  of  us  is  entitled  to  recover.    You  must  amend. 

WiGHTHAN,  J. — Here  these  persons  cannot  be  joined  as  plaintiff. 
The  statute  meant  to  apply  where  all  could  be  joined. 

Cbomftok,  J. — In  other  words,  you  here  state  an  impossible  cause 
of  action.  You  do  not  show  any  consideration  to  these  two  persons 
for  the  contract  on  which  you  have  declared. 

Blaokbubn,  J.,  concurred. 

Watkin  WiUiaTns. — ^If  the  Court  compels  us  to  amend,  it  will  do  so 
by  allowing  us  to  strike  out  the  name  of  one  of  the  plaintiflEs. 

Crompton,  J. — ^This  declaration  was  drawn  perversely,  with  the 
intent  to  make  a  bad  use  of  the  statute.  You  must  amend  on  the 
«sual  terms.    These  experiments  ought  not  to  be  encouraged. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant,  unless  the  plaintiff  amend  on 
the  usual  terms  within  ten  days. 
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Marine  inturance. — FaHs  of  the  ietu, — Chemical  acHon  of  ike  tea, — AUanUc  id^ 
graph, — Damagee, — 31.  per  cenL  dauee  in  common  memorandum, 

1.  A  penon  postMMd  of  a  share  in  the  AUaatio  Telegraph  CompaDy,  establiahed  for  the 
poipoie  of  laying  down  a  snbmarine  electric  cable  between  the  United  Kingdom  and  America 
binred  the  fame  by  a  policy  in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  policy  of  marine  iniuranoe.  The 
Inraraace  wae  expresaed  to  be  "at  and  from  the  United  Kingdom,  say  from  London,  and 
whereioeTer  the  riak  may  eommence,  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  and  at  and  thence,  by  or  in  one  cr 
more  ship  or  ships,  or  steamer  or  steamers,  to  the  place  or  places  of  destination,  both  in  the 

Vaited  Kingdom  —  the  Continent,  island,  or  peninsula  of  America,  —  the  British  or  other 

or  or 

fonsessions  of  America,  including  and  containing  all  and  CTcry  accident,  danger,  and  risk  that 
msy  be  inearred  at  sea  or  on  land,  in  all  or  any  boats,  ships,  and  craft  whatsoerer  and 
wbtresocTer,  until  the  final,  complete,  and  soecessftil  laying  down  of  the  Atlantic  Telegraph 
Cable  flrom  shore  to  shore."  The  usual  blank  for  the  name  of  the  ship  was  filled  up  thus :  **  any 
ship  or  ships,  or  steamer  or  steamefs,  or  ci^  as  aboTc;"  and  in  the  Taluation  clanae  the 
subject  of  insurance  was  to  bo  taken  as  "  on  one  lOOOi.  share  in  the  Atlantic  Telegraph  Company, 
said  share  Talned  at  1100/.  In  case  of  loss  the  part  sared  to  be  sold  or  appraised  for  the 
benefit  of  the  underwriters."  The  insurance  contained  the  common  memorandum,,  with  the 
addition  of  a  special  agreement,  in  a  memorandum  annexed  to  the  policy,  that  the  insurance 
should  **  coTcr  and  Include  the  successflil  working  of  the  cable  when  laid  down."  An  electric 
cable  extending  from  the  Irish  to  the  North  American  coast  was  fbially  laid  down  after  a 
pieTious  abortiTC  attempt,  during  which  a  portion  of  It  was  lost  by  perils  of  the  seas ;  and  on 
the  second  attempt,  during  which  some  more  cable  was  lost,  a  quantity  of  superfluous  cable 
was  taken  out  to  meet  contingencies.  It  was,  howcTcr,  found  impossible  to  m^ntain  electrical 
communication  sttfllcient  for  telegraphic  purposes,  and  the  telegraph  was  abandoned.  The 
cause  of  the  failure  was  the  Imperfect  insulation  of  the  copper  wire  along  which  the  electric 
fluid  passed,  arising  fW>m  defect  in  the  outer  corering  by  which  It  was  protected  tkom  external 
contact ;  which  defect  was  occasioned  by  accident  prior  to  the  ahipment  of  the  cable  and  the 
commencement  of  the  riak,  aggravated  by  the  action  of  the  aea,  and  aroae  fkt>m  the  cA<«tea/ 
action  of  the  aea-waler  on  the  Interior  of  the  cable,  and  not  ftom  any  miachlef  done  I  f  the 
aMcAaateal  action  of  the  sea :  held,  that  this  waa  not  an  injury  cauaed  by  '<  perila  of  the  aeaa." 

2.  In  an  action  on  the  policy  with  reapect  to  the  portion  of  the  cable  loat  by  perila  of  the 
■aaa :  held,  that  the  plaiatur  waa  entitled  to  recoTcr  aa  for  a  partial  loaa. 

8.  In  the  aame  eaae :  held  alao  that  the  warranty  againat  partial  aTcrage  waa  afplicable^  and 
•enaequeatly  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  reeorer  nnleaa  a  loaa  of  ZL  per  cent,  lad  been  sua- 
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4.  Held  alaoy  in  the  same  oftse,  thai  in  assasiing  Um  damages  ihe  Talae  of  tha  whola  oabla 
ftti  ey«r  vaa  ezpotcd  to  peril,  including  the  portion  lost,  mast  be  ascertained  according  to  its 
cost,  when  shipped  free  on  board;  and  that  the  proportion  between  that  valae  and  the  loss 
srtuUy  iaenrred  bj  the  perils  insored  against  wonld  give  the  per  centage  payable  by  each 
uderwriter  on  his  snbeeription. 

5.  Held  also  that,  in  applying  the  aboTo  principle,  that  portion  of  the  cable  which  was  lost 
in  the  first  attempt  to  lay  down  the  cable,  and  which  it  became  necessary  to  replace  by  new 
etUe,  should  be  estimated  at  the  cost  of  the  substituted  cable ;  but  that  as  regarded  that 
portion  of  the  lost  cable  which  was  taken  out  as  superfluous  cable,  by  way  of  a  provision 
sgsinst  accident,  it  might  be  reasonable  to  consider  how  ftir  such  cable,  if  not  lost,  would  hare 
biSQ  depfedated  hn  marketable  Talue  by  having  been  coOed  in  the  hold  of  a  vessel  or  by  other 
wcoBstaneea. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was 
possessed  of  a  share  in  The  Atlantic  Telegraph  Company,  a  Company 
established  for  the  purpose  of  laying  down  a  submarine  electric  cable 
between  the  United  Kingdom  and  America,  the  said  share  being  of 
great  value,  to  wit,  of  llOOZ.,  and  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  on  the  1st 
July,  1857,  caused  to  be  made  a  certain  policy  of  insurance  in  the 
vords  and  figures  following  (that  is  to  say):  "In  the  name  of  God, 
Amen.  Walter  Paterson,  Esq.,  as  well  in  his  own  name  as  for  and 
in  the  name  and  names  of  all  and  every  other  person  or  persons,  to 
whom  the  same  doth,  may,  or  shall  appertain,  in  part  or  in  all,  doth 
make  assurance,  and  cause  himself  and  them^  ana  every  of  them,  to 
be  insured,  lost  or  not  lost,  at  and  from  the  United  Kingdom,  say 
from  London  and  wheresoever  the  risk  may  commence,  to  the 
Atlantic  Ocean,  and  at  and  thence  by  or  in  one  or  more  ship  or  ships, 
or  steamer  or  steamers,  to  the  place  or  places  of  destination,  both  in 
ihe  United  Kingdom  ^  the  continent,  island,  or  peninsula  of  Ame- 
rica ^  the  British  or  other  possessions  of  America,  including  and 
containing  all  and  every  accident,  danger,  and  risk  that  may  be  in- 
curred at  sea  or  on  land  in  all  or  any  boats,  ships,  and  craft  whatso- 
e<rer  and  wheresoever,  until  the  final,  complete,  and  successful  laying 
dDwn  of  the  Atlantic  Telegraph  Cable  from  shore  to  shore,  upon  any 
kind  of  goods  and  merchandises,  and  also  upon  the  body,  tackle^ 
apparel,  ordnance,  munition,  *artillery,  boat,  and  other  furni-  r«oQo 
tcre  of  and  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  (a)  ^ 

any  ship  or  ships,  or  steamer  or  steamers,  or  craft  as  above,  whereof 

is  master  under  God,  for  this  present  voyage,  or 
whomsoever  else  shall  go  for  master  in  the  said  ship,  or  by  whatso* 
ever  other  name  or  names  the  same  ship  or  master  thereof  is  or  shall 
be  named  or  called,  beginning  the  adventure  upon  the  said  goods  and 
merchandises,  from  the  loading  thereof  aboard  the  ship  as  above, 
upon  the  same  ship,  &c.,  and  so  shall  continue  and  endure  during  her 
at)ode  there  upon  the  said  ship,  &c.,  and  further  until  the  said  ship, 
with  all  her  ordnance,  tackle,  apparel,  &o.,  and  goods  and  merchan* 
dises,  whatsoever  shall  be  arrived  at  as  above  upon  the  said  ship,  Jcc, 
until  she  hath  moored  at  anchor  twenty- four  hours  in  good  safety, 
and  upon  the  goods  and  merchandises  until  the  same  be  there  dis- 
charged and  safely  landed.  And  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  ship,  &c., 
in  this  voyage  to  proceed  and  sail  to,  and  touch  and  stay  at,  any  porta 
or  places  whatsoever  and  for  all  purposes,  without  prejudice  to  thia 

(o)  Thensnal  blank  for  the  name  of  the  ship  waa  filled  np  "any  ahip  or  ihipi.  or  ateamer 
m  itiMm,  or  craft  ai  aboTO." 
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ittHLTfUice.  The  said  ship,  kc.,  goods  «Qd  ooarohandUses,  ka.,  £ar  so 
much  as  conoerns  the  assured,  by  agreement  between  the  assured  and 
assurers  in  this  policy  are  anc}  snail  be  valued  at  on  one  1000/.  share 
in  The  Atlantic  Telegraph  Company.  Said  ,sh^re  v^ued  at  110021 
la  case  of  loss,  Mie  part  sftved  to  be  sold  or  appraised  for  the  bendit 
of  the  underwriters.  Touching  the  adventures  and  perils  which  we 
the  assurers  are  contented  to  bear,  and  do  take  upon  us  in  thi9  yoyage, 
j^hey  are  of  the  oaas,  men  of  w^,  &^^,  ei^emies,  pirates^  rovers,  thieves, 
*S391    J^^^^^<^^'  letters  of  mart  and  c(Mintermart,  ^surprisals,  takings 

-'  at  sea,  arrests,  restraints,  and  detainments  of  all  kings,  princes, 
j|kn4  people,  of  whf^t  uation,  ponditipn,  or  quali^iy  soever,  barratry  of 
^e  master  and  mariners,  ^nd  <^  al}  other  perils,  losses,  and  piisfor- 
tu^es  that  have  or  shall  co^e  to  the  hi^rt,  detriment,  or  damage  of  the 
igaid  goods  and  merchandises,  and  £^ip,  ,&c.,  or  any  part  thereof.  And 
in  case  of  any  loss  or  misfojrtime  ii  shall  be  lawful  to  the  assured, 
th^ir  factors,  seryants,  and  assigns,  to  sue,  labour,  and  travel  for,  in 
and  about  the  defence,  safeguard,  and  recovery  of  the  said  goods  and 
pierchandises,  and  ship,  &c.,  or  any  par];  thereof,  without  prejudice  to 
^bis  assurance,  to  the  charges  thereof  yr^  the  assurers  will  contribute 
each  one  according  to  the  rate  (ind  quantity  of  his  sum  herein  ^ured. 
And  it  is  agreed  py  us,  the  izisurers,  t^hat  this  writing  or  policy  of 
Ikssurance  shall  be  of  as  ipuch  fprf^  ^nd  e^ect  as  the  surest  writing  or 
policy  of  assurance  heretofore  fjofid^  in  Lombard  Street  or  in  Th^ 
Iloyal  Exchange  or  elsewhere  in  London.  And  so  we  the  assurers 
(ire  contented,  and  do  hereby  promise  ^nd  bind  ourselves  each  one  for 
his  own  part,  our  heir^,  executory,  ^pd  goods,  to  the  assured,  their 
executors,  administrators.  an4  jassiens,  for  the  tri;ie  performance  of  th^ 
premises,  confessing  pi^rselves  paid.  ];he  consideration  due  unto  n§  for 
this  assurance  by  the  asHurod,  ^t  ^nd  af^r  the  rate  of  thirty-five 
guineas  per  cent.  In  witness  whereof  we  the  assurers  have  subscribed 
pur  names  and  sums  assured  in  London,  1st  July,  1857.  N.  B.  Corn, 
fish,  salt,  fruit,  fiour,  and  seed  are  warranted  fre^  fjrem  average  unless 
general  or  the  ship  be  stranded.  Sugar,  tobacco,  hemp,  flax,  hides, 
4nd  skins  are  warranted  free  from  average  under  51,  per  cent.,  ^ui  all 
♦8401  ^^^^T  goods,  al.i^o  the  ship  ^nd  freight^  j^re  *warranted  free 

^  from  average  under  SZ.  per  ce)it.,  unl.ess  general  or  the  ship  be 
stranded.  [Here  Allowed  jthe  names  of  the  insurers  subscribing  for 
$he  several  sums  amounting  in  the  whole  to  llOOZ.,  among  which 
appeared  that  of  the  defendant  thus,  Frederick  W..  Harris,  for  150t, 
Ist  July,  1857.]  And  the  plaintiff  says  that  the  said  Walter  Pater- 
§on,  in  the  saidpolicy  mentioned,  is  );he  plaintiff,  and  the  said  Frede- 
rick WiUianx  Harris,  therein  ^Iso  mentioned,  is  the  defendant,  of  all 
which  premises  the  defendant  af^erwi^rds  had  Qotice ;  and  thereupoi) 
afterwards,  on  the  day  and  year  last  afpresaid,  in  conside^atipn  that 
the  plaintiff,  at  the  defendants  rec^uest,  had  jihen  paid  to  the  defendant 
a  certain  sum,  to  wit^  552.  28,  6d.,  a§  i^  premium  for  the  insurance  of 
16QI  of  and  upon  the  said  pren>is^  in  tne  said  policy  mentioned,  and 
h^d  then  promised  defendant  to  perform  the  said  policy  on  his  part, 
the  defendant  then  promised  the  plaintiff  thgt  he  yrould  become  and 
be  an  insurer  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sum  of  15021  upon  the  said 
preniises,  and  would  perform  all  things  in  the  said  policy  on  bis  part; 
and  the  defendant  then  became  and  was  such  insurer  to  the  plaintiff 
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Ifiooxdiiigly,  sLfA  duly  ^ub^cribed  .the  ^d  policy.  And  t^Q  plAint^JIT 
lajs  ihat  at  the  time  of  the  xnaking  of  tbe  9S^i^  policy  ^nd  promi^ 
of  the  defendant,  and  from  thence  contini^ally  i^itil  a^d  at  t;he  %ivf^^ 
of  the  loss  hereinafter  mentioned,  h^  ^v^as  interested  in  the  said  pre- 
mises so  insured  by  the  said  policy  as  afoi:esaid  to  the  fiill  value  of 
all  the  moneys  by  him  ever  insured  thereon.  A^d  the  plaintiff  says 
that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  policy  and  promise  of  the  defendant, 
the  said  Compai^y  commenced  laying  ^oynx  the  s^id  cable  *from  r^oA\ 
the  United  Kingdom  to  An^erica,  as  in  the  said  policy  men-  ^ 
tioned,  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  the  final,  complete,  or  success- 
fal  laying  doprn  of  the  same,  the  said  cable  wa^,  bv  the  perils  of  the 
seas,  totally  lost,  and  never  was  finally,  completely,  or  successfully 
laid  down.  And  the  sidd  sfaafe  then  and  thereby,  after  the  making 
pf  the  said  policy  and  promise  of  the  dej^ndant,  and  dgring  the  con- 
(inuance,  and  before  the  determination  of  the  ri^k  in  the  said  policy 
mentioned,  by  certain  perils  therein. ^nd  thereby  insured  agaj^nst,  (q 
wit,  by  perils  of  the  sea,  became  and  was  wholly  lost,  and  of  no  value 
to  the  plaintiff;  of  all  which  the  defendan|;  had  notice.  Averment 
of  performance  by  the  plaintiff,  ka. :  and  sltatement  pf  breach  that  the 
defendant  refused  to  pay  the  amount  so  insured  by  him  to  the  plain.- 
tifi>  or  any  part  thereof,  though  requested  so  to  dp. 

The  second  count  alleged  th^t  the  plaintiff  was  pos3es^d  of  a  sharp 
ia  The  Atlantic  Telegraph  Company,  a  Qompany  established  for  the 
purpose  of  laving  down  a  submarine  electric  cable  between  the  United 
Kingdom  ana  An^rica,  the  said  share  being  of  a  great  value,  to  wit,  of 
llOOI  And  thereupon  the  plaintiff,  on  the  1st  of  July,  ].857,  causecj 
to  be  made  a  certain  policy  of  insurance  in  the  words  and  figures  ii) 
the  fiist  count  set  forth.  And  the  plaintiff  says  that  the  s^id  Walter 
Paterson,  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  is  the  plaintiff;  and  the  s^ia 
Frederick  William  Harris,  therein  <^so  mentioned,  is  the  defendant. 
And  the  plaintiff  says  that,  by  a  certain  memorandum  to  the  said 
{xrficy  annexed,  and  fprming  part  thereof,  it  is  declared  as  follows ; 
•''It  is  understood  4nd  agreed  that  this  insurance  sh^l  cover  ano 
include  the  successful  working  of  the  cable  when  laid  down.  London^ 
1st  Julv,  1857."  Of  *all  which  premises  ^he  defendant  after-  rmoAa 
wards  nad  notioe;  and  thereupon  afterwards,  on  the  d^y  and  ^' 
year  last  aforesaid,  in  consideration  that  |ihe  plaintiff,  at  the  defendr 
ant*3  request^  had  then  paid  to  defendant  a  certain  sum,  to  wit,  bbl, 
2«.  6</.,  as  a  premium  for  the  insurance  of  1502.,  of  and  upon  the  said 
premises  in  the  said  policy  and  memorand^itn  mentioned,  and  had 
^en  promised  defendant  to  perform  the  said  policy  and  memorandum 
on  his  part,  the  defendant  then  promised  the  plaintiff  that  he  woulfi 
become  and  be  fin  insurer  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sum  of  1502.  upon 
the  said  premises,  apd  would  perform  all  thipgs  in  the  s^id  policy  aiia 
memorandum  on  his  part;  and  the  defendant  then  became  and  wa^ 
auch  ixis^rer  to  the  plaintiff  accordingly,  and  duly  subscribed  the  said 
policy  and  memorandum.  And  the  plaintiff  9ays  that,  at  the. time  of 
the  making  of  the  s.'iid  policy  and  mempraiiduni  and  promise  of  the 
.defeiidaQt,  and  from  thence  continually  until  and  at  tne  timQ  pf  the 
loss  hereinafter  mentioned,  he  was  injberested  in  the  said  premises  so 
insured  by  the  said  policy  and  mepoor^nduip  as  aforesaiq  to  the  full 
value  of  all  the  moneys  by  him  pyer  insured  thereon.    Apd  thp 
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plaintiff  says  that,  after  the  making  of  the  said  policy  and  memoran* 
aum  and  promise  of  the  defendant,  the  said  Company  commenced 
laying  down  the  said  cable  from  the  United  Kingdom  to  America,  as 
in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  and  that  afterwards,  and  before  the 
complete  and  successful  lading  down  and  working  of  the  same,  the 
said  cable  was,  by  the  perils  of  the  seas,  totally  lost,  and  never  was 
completely  and  successfully  laid  down  and  worked.  And  the  said 
share  then  and  thereby  after  the  making  of  the  said  policy  and  memo- 
randum and  promise  of  the  defendant,  and  during  the  continuance 
•S4S1  *^^  before  *the  termination  of  the  risk  in  the  said  policy  and 
J  memorandum  mentioned,  by  certain  perils  therein  and  thereby 
insured  against,  to  wit,  by  perils  of  the  seas,  became  and  was  wholly 
lost,  and  of  no  value  to  the  plaintiff;  of  all  which  the  defendant  had 
notice.  Averment  of  performance  by  the  plainiiff,  &c. :  and  state- 
ment of  breach  that  the  defendant  refused  to  pay  the  amount  so 
insured  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  or  any  part  thereof,  though  requested 
so  to  do. 

There  was  also  the  common  count  for  money  had  and  received. 

Pleas.  1.  That  the  defendant  did  not  promise  or  become  an  insurer 
as  alleged. 

2.  To  the  1st  count.  That  the  subject-matter  of  the  said  insurance 
was  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  during  the  continuance  of  the  risk 
covered  by  the  said  policy,  lost  by  the  perils  insured  against,  or  any 
of  them. 

3.  To  the  2d  count.  That  the  subject-matter  of  the  said  insurance 
was  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,  during  the  continuance  of  the  risk 
covered  by  the  said  policy  and  memorandum,  lost  by  the  perils  insured 
against,  or  any  of  them. 

4.  To  the  whole  declaration.    Payment  before  action  brought 
6.  To  the  common  count.    Never  indebted. 

Issue  on  all  the  pleas. 

On  the  trial,  before  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  at  the  Sittings  in  London  after 
Trinity  Term,  in  1860,  it  appeared,  from  the  evidence  adduced  by 
the  plaintiff,  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  share  in  The  Atlan- 
tic Telegraph  Company;  and  that  the  defendant,  who  is  a  member  of 
Lloyds,  underwrote  the  policy  set  out  in  the  1st  count,  with  the  memo- 
randum set  out  in  the  second  count  attached  to  it.  The  attempt  to 
ftoAAi  lay  tbe  cable  was  commenced — the  edible  *being  on  board  two 
-■  ships,  the  British  ship  of  the  line  Agamemnon,  and  the  United 
States  frigate  Niagara — in  the  latt^  end  of  July,  1857 ;  but  a  breakage 
occurred,  and  a  considerable  length  of  cable  was  lost.  The  attempt 
was  then  put  off  till  June,  1858.  In  the  mean  time  a  fresh  length  of 
cable  was  made  to  supply  the  loss,  and  altogether  900  miles  more  of 
cable  were  shipped  than  were  actually  wanted,  in  order  to  meeteon- 
tin^encies.  On  the  second  expedition,  after  a  further  length  of  cable 
had  been  lost,  the  cable  was  laid  from  the  Irish  coast  to  Newfound- 
land, on  the  coast  of  North  America.  After  the  laying  was  completed, 
electric  communication  was  carried  on  for  some  little  time  between 
the  two  countries ;  but  ultimately  it  was  found  impossible  to  keep  up 
the  communication  between  the  termini,  in  consequence  of  the  im- 
perfect insulation  of  the  copper  wire  along  which  the  electric  fluid 
passed ;  arising  from  some  aefect,  in  one  or  more  places,  in  the  outer 
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eovermg  bj  which  it  was  protected  from  external  contact.  The  cans* 
of  the  &iliire  was  owing  to  the  chemical  action  of  the  sea  water  on  the 
interior  of  the  cable,  to  which,  by  the  defect  of  the  outer  covering  at 
the  time  the  cable  was  immersed  in  the  water,  it  was  enabled  to  pene- 
trate— and  not  to  any  mischief  done  by  the  mechanical  action  of  the 
sea.  It  was  admitted  that  878  miles  of  cable  had  been  lost  by  perils 
insured  against.  No  evidence  was  adduced  by  the  defendant.  The 
Lord  Chief  Justice  left  certain  questions  to  the  jury,  which,  with  their 
answers,  were  as  follows : — 

"Was  the  cable  ever  finally,  completely,  and  successfully  laid 
down,  so  as  to  be  capable  of  being  successfullv  worked  ? — ^Yes,  com- 
pletely laiji ;  but  not  so  as  to  l^  capable  of  successful  continuous 
working. 

**' As  to  the  cause  of  its  £Eiilure,  was  the  cable  when  laid  r*Q45 
down  defective  ? — ^Yes.  '■ 

''  If  so,  was  the  defect  one  in  the  original  construction,  or  did  it 
arise  from  accidental  causes  ? — From  accidental  causes. 

"  If  the  latter,  did  the  accident  arise  before  the  commencement  of 
the  voyage,  or  during  its  continuance  ? — Previous  to  shipment. 

"Or  did  it  arise,  after  the  cable  was  laid  down,  from  the  cable 
scraping  on  rocks,  or  other  similar  cause  ? — ^No. 

''If  the  defective  working  of  the  cable  is  attributable  to  deff)Cl 
existing  at  the  time  of  laying  it  down,  is  it  to  be  attributed  to  sach 
defect  alone,  or  to  such  defect  aggravated  by  the  action  of  the  sea? — 
Aggravated  by  the  action  of  the  sea." 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  thereupon  directed  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff, leave  being  reserved  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defend* 
ant;  or  to  reduce  the  verdict  to  the  amount  of  depreciation  consequent 
upon  the  loss  of  878  miles  of  cable ;  and,  if  the  verdict  should  stand 
for  the  plaintiff  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  Court  to  decide  on  what  prin* 
ciple  the  damages  should  be  assessed. 

It  was  agreed  between  the  parties  that,  if  the  plaintiff  should  be  held 
entitled  to  a  verdict  in  respect  of  partial  loss,  the  damages  should  be 
assessed  out  of  Court  by  an  arbitrator  chosen  by  the  parties. 

Bcvillf  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1860,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly,  or 
for  a  new  trial :  which  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  1861,  on  the  29th 
April  and  the  2d  May;  before  Cookbum,  C.  J.,  Crompton,  Hill,  and 
Blackburn,  Js. 

Phipson  and  W.  Murray  showed  cause. — This  was  a  loss  by  "  perila 
of  the  seas."  [Blackburn,  J. — In  *2  Amould  Ins.  781-2  (2d  r*©^^ 
ed.),  it  is  said :  "  Where  the  leak  arises  from  the  unseaworthy  '- 
state  of  the  ship  when  she  sailed,  and  is  only  a  consequence  of  that 
ordinary  amount  of  straining  to  which  she  would  unavoidably  be 
exposed  in  the  general  and  average  course  of  the  voyage  insured,  the 
underwriter  is  not  liable.'^  The  same  author,  p.  817,  defines  loss  by 
perils  of  the  seas  as  including  "  all  kinds  of  marine  casualties,  such  as 
shipwreck,  foundering,  stranding,  &c. ;  and  every  species  of  damage 
done  to  the  ship  or  goods  at  sea  by  the  violent  and  immediate  action 
of  the  winds  and  waves,  as  distinct  from  that  included  in  the  ordinary 
vsear  and  tear  of  the  voyage,  or  directly  referable  to  the  acts  and 
negligence  of  the  assured  as  its  proximate  and  sole  conducive  cause.*' 
*  *  *  *<  Foundering  at  sea^"  he  adds,  **  when  proximately  caused  by 
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ib6  fury  of  storms  atid  terhpeBta;  k  an  obvious  c^^  6f  losar  by  (k4 
^rils  of  the  seaS."  Iti  Parfitt  t;.  Thompson,  18  1*.  &  ^.  S92,t  wbici 
was  an  action  on  a  policy  iii  whicli  it  was  declaimed  that  the  ship  should 
be  deettied  seawortny,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  says,  p.  895 :  "  It  app^rs  to  rae, 
thiat,  if  the  vessel  hjld  foundered  in  a  perfectly  calm  sea,  from  a  leak 
occasioned  by  rottenness,  on  the  day  after  the  policy  was  effected,  the 
underwriters  would  have  been  liable."  Where  a  ship  is  lost  in  conse- 
quence of  being  run  down  by  another,  without  fault  on  either  side,  it 
is  a  loss  by  perils  of  the  seas:  Buller  v.  Fisher,  8  Esp.  67;  and  the  . 
^me  holds  where  the  loss  was  occasioned  by  the  grosisest  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  ship  by  which  the  other  was"  run  down :  Smith  i\ 
Scott,  4  Taunt.  126.  [Blackburn,  J. — ^Suppose,  what  is  every  day's 
occurrehce,  a  ship  goes  to  sea  with  her  sheathing  in  a  proper  state. 
*S>i71  ^^^  ^^  *^*  corroded  by  the  chemical  action  of  the  ^*'ater,  'W'ould 
-I  the  underwriter  be  held  responsible?  If  not,  What  is  the  dif- 
ference between  that  case  and  this,  where  the  sea  corrodes  the  copper 
wire  within  the  casing?]  That  case  is  distingilishable.  This  is  a 
novel  mahufaicture,  on  which  the  oj^eration  of  sea  water  is  unknown. 
Suppose  a  diver,  who  goes  down  With  a  cap  on  his  head,  insures  him- 
rffen  agairist  perils  of  the  seas,  aid  the  sea  percolates  through  the  cap 
by  degrees,  would  not  iVe  Underwriter  be  liable  ?  [Cockburk,  C,  J.* 
— There  the  insxirance  Would  be  on  the  thing  which  was  described  in 
the  policy  as  the  means  of  protection  frotn  the  s<ea.] 

2.  As  to  the  amount  of  the  verdict.  The  subject-matter  of  tlic 
policy  is  the  plaintiff's  share  in  The  Atlantic  Telegraph  Company,  ndl 
iti  the  cable ;  and  the  insurance  was  on  the  plaintiff's  share  in  the 
Company  until  the  successful  working  of  the  cable  should  be  esta- 
blished. The  plaintiff  is,  consequently,  entitled  to  recover  the  amount 
of  the  depreciation  which  his  share  in  the  Company  has  undergone  in 
consequence  of  the  failure  in  working  the  cable.  Tlie  pOUcy  is  a  very 
novel  one.  It  is  an  ordinary  ship  policy,  adapted  to  a  subject-matter 
to  which  its  terms  are  not  strictly  applicdble;  and  a  liberal  construc- 
tion must  therefore  be  giveii  to  it  in  order  to  carry  out  the  intention 
of  the  parties.  Here  is  no  Wai^ranty  of  Seaworthiness ;  and,  although* 
the  peril  by  wTiich  the  iiijury  was  caused  might  not  be  a  peril  of  the 
seas  in  the  case  of  d  ship,  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  a  peril  con- 
templated by  the  parties  insiiring  such  i  subject-matter  as  this.' 
[Blackburn,  J. — Has  the  point  ever  been  started  that  What  is  a  peril 
of  the  seas  Within  a  poliey  on  one  subject-matter,  may  not  be  a  peril 
*<?481  ^  *^®  ®^^  within  a  policy  on  another  *subjeet-matter  ?]  No 
-'  decided  case  on  the  point  has  been  found.  [Blackburn,  J.— 
Ifa  1  Phil.  Ins.  617  (3d  ed.),  it  is  said  (sect.  1086):  "The  underwriter 
is  not  liable  for  the  consequences  of  the  perils  assumed,  except  when 
they  operate  in  an  extraordinary  degree ;  and  he  is  liable  only  for  loffl 
ana  damage  of  an  extraordinary  kind."  And  sect.  1087:  "Though 
the  operation  of  a  peril  insured  against  is  extraordinary,  if  its  conse- 
quences are  not  so,  it  is  not  a  loss  Within  the  policy:"  *  *  ^  "  But  what 
ife'  to  be  considered  ordinary,  and  what  extraordinary,  in  the  degree 
and  effects  of  the  perils,  is  aquestion  for  the  jury  of  much  difficulty, 
aVid*  one  that  cannot  be  more  definitely  stated."] 

Lnsh,  Bovill,  and  Hdnyinafij  in  support  of  the  rifle.— 1.  On  the  maitf 
cfsestidn,  the^  finding  of  the^  jury  ^howsr  that  the  fSaSure  of  the'  adven- 
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\me  wad  Mt  eiiM^  b^  p^l^  of  tSe  seas;  but  by  the  ikaturitl,  ordinary 
action  of  tfa&  se^  on  the  cable  in  tbe  injured  state  in  which  it  was  when 
immersed.    The  ktig^age  of  Pollock,  G.  B:,  in  Parfitt  v.  Thompson, ' 
IS  M.  &  W.  392,  S96,t  is  only  a  dictum,  which  wad  not  adopted  by 
the  rest  of  the  Court,  and  itf  orermled  by  Fawcas  v.  Sarsfleld,  6  E,  & 
B.  192  (E.  G.  L.  Ik,  vol.  88).    In  that  case  a  vessel  was  sent  to  sea  ini 
a  state  not  fit  foi*  W  toyage,  and  did  not  encounter  any  more  severe 
weather  than  is  usual  and  ordinary  on  such  a  voyage,  or  than  a  ship: 
reasonably  fit  for  it  could  have  eiicountei^ed  without  injury.    Having 
been  compelled  to  go  into  port  for  repairs  owing  to  the  defective  state 
in  which  she  sailed,  it  was  held  that  the  shipowner  could  not,  though 
the  defects  were  not  known  to  him,  and  he  had  acted  without  fraud,  • 
and  though  there  was  no  warranty  of  seaworthiness,  recover  the  6x- 
penses  of  tbobe  repairs  ^against  the  insurer.    In  Magnus  v.  r^odr^ 
Battemer,  li  C.  B.  876  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  7S),  also,  where  a  ship  ^  ^*^. 
took  the  ground  in  the  falling  of  the  tide,  and  received  damage,  in  a 
harbour,  in  which  she  was  properly  placed  for  the  purpose  of  unload- 
ing, this  was  held  not  a  stranding  within  the  terms  of  an  ordinary; 
policy. 

2.  As  to  the  claim  in  respect  of  the  partial  loss,  namely,  of  thcT. 
373  miles  of  cable. — ^Thie  kind  of  undertaking  does  not  include  the 
case  of  partial  loss.  It  is  tfue,  this  is  not  a  policy  warranting  the 
cable,  btit  a  policy  insuring  a  share  in  the  Company.  The  meaning, 
of  that,  however,  is  that  tl^  undervt^riter  insures  that  the  whole  enter- 
prise shall  not  be  unsuccessful  by  reiison  of  perils  of  the  seas — mis^ 
chief  frotri  which  can  only  be  caused  by  the  sea  acting  on  the  cable. 
This  is  confirmed  by  the  provision  in  the  policy  that  ''in  case  of  loss' 
the  part  slived"  is  to  be  "  sold  or  appraised  for  the  benefit  of  the 
underwriters."  After  the  loss  of  the  378  miles  of  cable,  more  thanv 
sufficient  was  lef^  to  complete  the  successful  working  of  the  telegraphr.' 
A  mast  of  a  ship  iilsured  for  a  voyage  might  be  lost  or  injured  so  a'a 
to  be  worthless  when  the  ship  arrived  at  her  port  of  destination ;  thiir 
would  not  be  a  partial  Joss  for  which  the  owner  could  recover.    Sup- 

tose  a  man  insured  a  share  in  l^he  Crystal  Palaee  Company,  a  damage^ 
appening  to  the  building  by  wind,  &o.,  might  not  affect  his  share  in* 
proportion  to  the  extent  of  the  damage  done  to  the  building,  and-, 
might  not  affect  its  Value  at  all  if  the  undertlEiking  w^re  successful.^ 
[BLACRBTJiur,  J. — The  general  principle  governing  these  cases  is  tfaat^ 
of  "indemnity."  The  underwriter  undertakes;  as  fir  as  money  wilt 
go,  to  put  the  assured  in  the  same  situation  *afi  if  the  loss  had  r^ q'^^ 
not  happened.  His  Lordship  referred  to  Livie  v.  Janson,  12  '- 
East  &48.]  In  StewUrt  v.  Steele,  5  Scott  N.  B.  927,.  a^  ship  sustained 
damage  by  a  collision.  Her  wales  were-  injured,  and  she  was  found/ 
to  leak  so  much  that  she  was*  compelled  to  return.  She  underwent 
repair — ^Was  recoppefed — and  again  set  sail,  but  wad  again  compelled- 
to  return,  and  put  intb  dock,  and  her  "Vi^ales  removed,  when  she  Waa 
found  so  defective  as  to  render  it  inexpedieirt  to  repair  her :  held  that 
the  ntainclff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  against  the  undervnriter  whal^ 
wotud  have  been  neeessiary  to  replace  the  Wales,  as  that  expense  hacL 
aota^iially  been  incurred.  In  McSwiney  t^.  The  Boyal  ExchangKi 
AmtrMee;  14  Q.  B.  6S4(E.  G.  L.  R.  vol  68),  S.  C.  in  Exch.  Ch.  6M; 
tef  ^UkuOS  )aA  obtttracted  ta  buy  of  D,  6000  bags  of  rioe  cominy 


850  PATER80N  v.  HABRIS.    T.  T.  1861. 

from  M.  before  tbe  end  of  May,  and  had  also  contracted  vrith  W.  to 
sell  them  at  an  advanced  price ;  and  it  was  held  by  this  Court  and 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  that  his  expected  profit  was  an  insurable 
interest.  Also,  after  a  portion  of  the  rice  had  been  shipped  at  M., 
the  rest  being  there  ready  for  shipment,  the  vessel  was  blown  out  to 
sea  by  a  gale  of  wind,  and  the  shipped  portion  spoiled :  the  rest  was 
not  put  on  board,  and  the  voyage  was  not  performed  in  time  for  com- 

Eletion  of  the  contract.  On  this  it  was  held  by  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
er  that  the  defendants  were  liable  only  for  the  quantity  put  on  board; 
and  that,  if  the  policy  ever  did  apply  to  the  rice  which  was  od  shore, 
but  not  shipped,  the  defendant  was  not  liable  for  a  loss  by  *^rils  of 
the  seas  which  did  not  directly  affect  him. 

8.  But  suppose  the  defendant  is  liable,  then  the  insurance  being  on 
the  cable,  is  an  insurance  on  goods ;  and  the  common  memorandum 
clause  prevents  the  plaintiff  from  recovering  unless  he  shows  a  lo!  • 

^3511  *^^^^6^^^S  ^^-  P^^  ^^^*  ^^  ^^^  ^^  value  of  the  share.  Thit 
-'  is  not  shown  here ;  for  it  comes  to  the  question  what  would  be 
the  market  price  of  the  878  miles  of  cable  wnich  were  lost.  Thef 
probably  would  have  sold  for  next  to  nothing,  for  they  would  be  cf 
no  use  except  as  specimens.  Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

'  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 
•  CocKBURK,  C.  J. — This  was  an  action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  iif 
a  novel  and  somewhat  remarkable  character ;  being  a  policy  on  the 
plaintiff's  share  in  a  Company  called  The  Atlantic  Telegraph  Com- 
pany, formed  for  the  purpose  of  laying  down  an  electric  cable  between 
this  country  and  America,  in  order  to  maintain  telegraphic  communi- 
cation between  the  continents  of  Europe  and  North  America.  The 
policy  was  in  the  ordinary  form  of  marine  insurance,  with  the  addi- 
tion of  a  special  agreement  contained  in  a  memorandum  annexed  to 
the  policy  that  the  insurance  should  "  cover  and  include  the  successfal 
working  of  the  cable  when  laid  down."  The  purpose  and  effect  of 
the  policy  was  plainly  to  protect  the  insured  against  the  loss  of,  or 
injury  to,  the  cable  (on  the  successful  laving  down  of  which  the  interest 
of  the  Company  and  its  shareholders  depended),  from  sea  risk  during 
the  time  it  was  being  carried  out  or  being  laid  down  between  the 
opposite  shores.  It  appears  to  have  been  taken  for  granted  that,  the 
cable  once  safely  laid  aown,  its  successful  working  would  follow  as  a 
necessary  consequence.  Such,  however,  unhappily  did  not  prove  to 
be  the  case.  Although  an  electric  cable,  extending  from  the  Irish  to 
the  North  American  coast,  was  finally  laid  down,  it  was  found  im- 
«3o21  P^^^^^^®  ^  maintain  electric  communication  by  *means  of  it^ 
^  sufficient  for  telegraphic  purpo^s,  and  the  working  of  the 
%(Blegraph  was,  at  all  events  for  the  time,  abandoned.  A  great  depre- 
ciation in  the  value  of  the  shares  of  the  Company  necessarily  fol- 
lowed ;  and  the  principal  question  in  the  case  is  whether  the  pbuntiff 
ja  entitled  to  recover  on  this  policy  in  respect  of  this  loss. 

The  cause  of  the  &ilure  was,  beyond  doubt,  the  imperfect  insulation 
of  the  wire,  arising  from  some  defect,  in  one  or  more  places,  in  the 
juter  covering  by  which  the  wire  is  protected  from  external  contact; 
and  according  to  the  finding  of  the  jury,  which  was  well  warranted 
\j  the  evidence,  and  is  not  complained  of,  this  defect  was  occasioned 
\^  accident  prior  to  the  shipment  of  the  cable  and  the  commencement 
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of  the  risk  '*  aggrayated  by  the  action  of  the  aea."  Understood  bj 
the  light  of  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiflTs  witnesses  (none  were  called, 
oj  the  defendant),  and  of  the  contention  of  the  counsel  at  the  trial, 
this  finding,  of  the  jury  must  be  taken  to  have  reference  to  the* 
chemical  action  of  thie  sea  water  on  the  interior  of  the  cable,  to  which/ 
by  the  defect  of  the  outer  covering  at  the  time  the  cable  was  immersed 
in  the  water,  it  was  enabled  to  penetrate,  and  not  to  any  mischief 
done  by  the  violence  or  mechanical  action  of  the  sea.  This  being  so, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  an  injury  which  can  properly  be 
referred  to  "perils  of  the  seas/'  under  which  head  of  damage  it  was 
contended  for  the  plaintiff  that  the  loss  fell.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
m  injury  of  this  nature,  not  arising  from  the  external  violence  or 
mechanical  action  of  the  winds  or  waves,  but  which  was  the  natural 
and  necessary  consequence  of  the  ordinary  action  of  the  sea  water  on 
the  cable,  in  the  state  in  which  it  was  when  immersed  in  the  sea,  is 
not  comprehended  in  the  perils  insured  against.  The  injury,  so  far 
as  the  damage  occasioned  by  the  sea  is  concerned  was  the  ^in-  1-4.050 
evitable  consequence  of  the  immersion  of  the  cable  in  its  then  ^ 
state  in  the  sea  water.  But  the  purpose  of  insurance  is  to  afford 
protection  against  contingencies  and  dangers  which  may  or  may  not 
oocor ;  it  cannot  properly  apply  to  a  case  where  the  loss  or  injury 
most  inevitably  take  place  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things.  1  he 
wear  and  tear  of  a  ship,  the  decay  of  her  sheathing,  the  action  of 
worms  on  her  bottom,  have  been  properly  held  not  to  be  included  in 
the  insurance  against  perils  of  the  seas,  as  being  the  unavoidable 
consequences  of  the  service  to  which  the  vessel  is  exposed.  The 
insurer  cannot  be  understood  as  undertaking  to  indemnify  against 
losses  which,  in  the  nature  of  things,  must  necessarily  happen. 

For  these  reasons  we  are  of  opinion  that*  the  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  recover  in  respect  to  this  portion  of  his  claim. 

A  further  question  arises  on  a  second  head  of  claim  in  respect  of  a 
partial  loss.  In  the  laying  down  of  the  cable,  873  miles  of  cable  were 
lost  under  circumstances  which,  it  is  admitted,  would  come  under  the 
head  of  perils  of  the  seas.  The  question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  ia 
entitled  to  recover  in  respect  of  this  loss,  and.  if  so,  upon  what  prin- 
ciple the  damages  should  be  assessed. 

It  was  contended  for  the  defendant,  that,  as  the  value  of  a  share  in 
the  Company  would  have  risen  higher  than  the  estimated  value  fixed 
hj  the  policy  if  the  cable,  actually  laid  down,  could  have  been  sue* 
cessfully  worked,  the  partial  loss  of  a  portion  of  cable  could  not  be 
considered  as  included  in  an  insurance  on  the  share.  But  the  obvious 
answer  is,  that  the  loss  of  a  quantity  of  cable  belonging  to  the  Com- 
pany  must  necessarily  be,  pro  tanto,  a  loss  on  the  capital  of  the  Com« 
pany,  and  must  so  far  tend  to  diminish  the  value  of  each  share. 

It  was  further  contended  that  the  defendant  was  *protected  r*QK4 
against  this  part  of  the  plaintiff's  claim  by  the  memorandum  *- 
of  warranty  against  partial  loss ;  inasmuch  as  the  loss  here  could  not 
unount  to  S^.  per  cent,  on  the  total  value  of  this  share. 

We  at  first  doubted  whether  the  warranty  against  partial  average 
would  apply  to  this  case,  but  on  further  reflection ;  considering  thai 
the  insurance,  though  nominally  on  the  share,  yet  for  reasons  which 
we  shall  afterwards  more  fully  explain,  is  practically  an  insurance  oa 
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tiM  dkbla;  M.  being  tha  tangible  flttliBtaiR^9  !n  roBpeet  (Sf  w1fi«k  tifoiwr 
the  flimzo  coiiU'  be*  expoiMfc  to^e  ride  ofsdachm^E^;  ire  hat^oomis^ 
to  die  condsosion  that  the  tramm^j^^nst  partial  tfvafa^e^  ^pKes;  aiid 
ocNraeqpiiraldj  tii«l,  aniessr  a  losat  «f  ^«  pair  cent,  has  been  sustl^iied,  mke- 
jdadntiif  eannofr  recov^en. 

In  order  Iky  cbtermiiie:  tibia  epiestionv  aS'  well  aa-  the  prineipile  on 
irhichb  the  pes  oentage  of  the'losa^ir  to  be*  fixed,  it  becomea  necedNsary 
to  ine^atre  moie  preeisely  what*  is  the  exant  meaning  of  the  contract 
contained  in  the^  policj  on  whicb  thbt  action  is  broughti  The  insiir- 
ance  is  exptesaea  to>  Iinb^  "  ai  and^  fiirom  the  Iflnited  Kingdom,  say  ffdm 
London;  and  wheresoever  the  inak  majr  csommence,  to  the  Atlantic 
Ocean,  and  at  an^theneerbyoriai  one<»rmiore  ship  or  shipsr  or'stteamer 
oir  steamers,  ta  the  placer  get  plaoevof  destination,  both  in-  the  United 
Kingdom  ^  the  continent,  island^  or  peninsula-  of  America  ^  the 
British  or  other  poBseseaons  of  America,  including  and  containing  all 
and  every  accident,  danger,  anxi  risk,  that  may  be  incui^red  ai^  sea  oi^ 
on  land,  in  all  or  any  boatb>  shipy,.  ancE  craAl  whataoei^r  or  whereso^ 
ever,  until  the  final  complete  and  snecessful  laying  down  of  Ae 
Atlantie  Telegraph,  eable  from^  shore*  to  sdiore."  The  usual  blank  for 
t&e  name  o£  the  ship>  i»  filled  np  thus,  "  any  ship  or  ships,,  or  stieamer 
^•XKT  or  steamers,.  OE  craft  as  ^aboV'e,"  and  in  the  "Valuation:  clause  ^'e 
^  subject  of  insnxaineer  is  to  be  taken  as  "  on-  one  10002.  sham  in 
The  Atlantic.  Telegraph  Company^  Said  shaite:  vidued  at  llOOiL  In 
case  of  Ibss}  the  paist  saved  to^  be  sold  or  appraised  for  the  benefit  of 
the*  undflawriterB;^  .^^^tashed  ti^  the  pcdicT'  is  the  dip  whidl.  has'  ^n 
already  referred  to,  by  which  it  i«declae^  tihaf  It  is  understood  and 
agreed  that  this  insurance  shall:  cower  and  include  thesuccesafiil  worie^ 
ing  of  the  cable  when^  laid  down.!^  TStow  it  is  obvious:  thatc  t&e  sham 
in  t!he  €ompany  itself  waa' never  capable*  of  being  put  oU' board  ships 
or'  steamers ;  nor  was  it  directly  liable  to  be  lost  in  consequence  of  ^e 
maritime  risks ;  nor  by  any  reasonable  con^apuction*  comd  tfie  provi- 
sion', that ''  in  case  of  Ibss  the  part  saved"  should. "  b&  sold  or  appraised 
for  the*  benefit  of  the  underwriters/'  be-  applied  to  the  share  in  the 
Company ;  while,  on  the  other  hand,  tbe  proprietor  of  that  shar^  had 
an*  interest  in  the  cable  to*  which  all  of  these  phrasea  are  applicable. 
It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  that,  on  the  true  construction  of  tJlis  policy, 
the  underwriters  contract  to  indemnifythe  owner  of  that  share  against 
any  losses,  arising  to  his:  interest  in  the  cable,  which  interest  is,  by 
agreement,  valued  at  11692^ 

As  soon  as  this  is  ascertained;  this  part  of  the-  case^  becomes -mere' 
matter  of  calculation;  The  value  of  Aer  whole  cable  that  ever  was 
exposed  to  peril;  including  the  portion-  lost^  must  be'  ascertained 
according  to  its  cost  when  ^ippeo;  free  outboard.  That  is  the  value 
of  the  whote  that  was  at  risk ;:  and  the  proportion  between  that  vdne 
and  the  loss  actually  incurred',  bv  the  perils^  insnred^  against  gi v^s  the 
per  centase  pliable  by  each,  unoerwriter  on  his  subscription. 
^5R1  Older  to*  ascertain*  the  amounted  the  loss,.a*distinotion 

^J  may  properly  be  tid^en.  That  portion  of  the  cable  which  was 
Instance  first,  attempt  to  lay  down  the  cable,  and  which  it  beeame 
necessary/  tb  raplace  by  new  cable;,  should  be  estimated  at  the  coBt^of 
the  subatitutea  cables  for,  a»  far  as*  that  is  concerned,  the.  putiei^ 
intenatsdihavesuffisrmlf  tiiesloss^of  tlie;whole  price  which  they  p»d  to^ 
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d»  ia  Ai^i^b^  <^ble,  bv  ^'  6F  a  phivi&ibn  a^iti^'  accident,  it 
iht^  Ite»w«s6ittft)lfe*t6*  c»ii«aei«',libw  fbf  ritibH' (JablK  if  iibt  losli  liltetild' 
^ri[^  be^  deji^r^rdtaa  in  lifayli^ddblto  Mbts  by  liaVin^  ^eh'  go\M  in' 
XU'  Hoi*  of  ti  ves8»r  <5r'  by  dliitt/dftjnnistaiicei!'  Th^^  ar^d'  subjisctg^' 
irHifeli-  1^  i%fei^  6oiiv^rattit  Trttli*  ihatters'  of  ibsxirance  (tfee'  |iaft?es* 
having  agreed  that  if  the  plaintiff  shall  be  held'entifled  to  a^vefdibt  in* 
KsMctof  ^i^al  losir,  lAie  damaj?d'sbbttld^  b^  atisJ^i^d  dtit  df  CotiVt), 
iMffpi^abiy'HA^*  no-  difficiiltfjr  ill  doling  iHtli;  If  thie  arUltratbr, 
estteatittg*  me  pet  ceritagift'  on  flris  liriticiple,  should'  find  tliiste  it^ 
attibtints-  to  Ibsft  than  8?.  per*  6eA^.;  th^n;  aS  ofr  the  constructibft*  t^e- 
hkWjitit^  on^  rtiifl*  pblicy)  it^  ia*  ittf-  iasuranb^  on  t^e  dible,  that  is* dh* 
gbddki  tfce  WaMVity,  as  vh&  hav^  already  irtated'i  in  dui'opihibil*  applies; 
an*th^defehdknt#ill  be  entitled' tioth^  >^ei€ict 

If  the  l^sf  ambiidts  toihord*  thati^  8?;  p^i^  cent..  tti^H  tti^  Verdict  itt'tfet 
Ue  ciltei%<¥  for  tJHd  plaihtSff  for  tlje  athonttt  of  tile  lod«: 

'Aie^follbtKtlg  rule  ifi^s  fteri  d^^M  np  :— 

'*'tri5oti  r^TngJ-^.,  aWd'  npbri'  ti^rihg;  ife;,  it  ig-'ordferefl  thW'Ab* 
arhit^atbr'  appointed  by-  tlfe  paftie'd  db  aiddelbsT  the  dar$ig^s  as'  1^'  tilie; 
37$  miles  of  cable,  nj^n  the  principle  laid  down  by  the  Court  aittf  if 
Ue  fiiid  ^tS  t^e  datna^d  sb  a^s^^^  ambunts*  tb'  or  eitcd^dlr  3f;  }}er 
*!c«iltL.  tKfe^Vei^ict  is  fo'be'  eritferetf  fbi*  the  plaintiff  as%^eli  p^^kW 
portion  of  the  amount  so  founJas"tSi#dcjftndaht'8stlbseriptibrf  •- 
bea^tb  th^-imole  sttth'  instit^^  %  the  policy,  and  ddi^s^4i()if.-  tiiit^f 
Mii9i^dahia^'i(nibtint  tb'l^ife  tli^  Si.  p6tcmu  tV^ii'  the  Vdtdibt  i^  tb' 
be  entered  for  the  defendant." 
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of  th«  pesM,  but  do '  separate  Coart  off' Quarter  Setsfont,.  the' conntj^  jiiii|^ie«i  bati^e^i^hitire' 
'iHft^i^MM  tJb  gliAii  af«^boase'lte«noei  wttbin  tlife'lK>^dgb  nnd^r  staf.'  9'0.  4,'  e.  fll. 


fbllowitigr  da^  tfas^  sUlV^  for  the  bfiinibn'  of  ttfe.C^bdtf  itf  a!i* 
MtiM  agattiM^ the  defendant^' fbr dist^irbidg- l^e  plaihtiffii  ih- tiHeitiir' 
ciite  of  tbeii'  right  and^fhihchiise'  as  twb  justtc^of  tW*  rietoe^  {bf  ttie' 
borough  of  Sundelrlatid,  iti  the'bbtthty^oPBurhaim ;  the  ftfaidtiff  Oaiddi 
li«h^  beings  also  Mttyor  bf  the  shid  boHou^h: 

The  J&tiibifi^}*  boiioogh  of  SutHl^land  ik  one  bf  thef  p1a(^  ifMi^d' 
iii'.Sobdaule^'*  A/  annexed  tb^llie*  Miitiicip^r  eorpbrati6n«^  Actj.  5^^  O' 
W.  ♦,.  d.  T6;.and'  constslft  of  the*  jidriA  of  Stlndferiand-  dear  tfoSed; 
pm  of  tfao  tbiiliship  of  Sidhofh«^i'iiibuth;  and  thd  tb\MMiij)fl('  of 
Bisfaopwearmbuth   Panns,   Mt»ik^»^eftrtilbtith    and    l^offl^^it^^Mildtitti' 
Shdre. 

At^the  jWrftig^of  a%«  Mu{iM]|Md<  Cbi^pbftttiotis « Aof;  tile"  ji^H^bf^ 
Sdiiderlaifd^  a^^  the  Sea;  and'  the'  sicid  several  to^Ustiips  bf  BiiAbrP' 
iMMtocmtlt^  BiMidpii^artnbuih  PailtiMy  MbnlniirdiMfrfoutb  smd  J^btj& 
1Mlto6ttlh'81k»te^foffaled  pllti^bf  ilk'Xbrth  VeityS^M^iiA'lkWiibti' 
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^&R7  pfEasin^n  Ward,  *in  the  county  of  Durham,  and  ever  sinoe 
^^^i  the  passing  of  the  said  Act,  and  thence  hitherto,  have  been, 
and  s^ill  are,  rated  to  the  several  rates  and  assessments  levied  and 
ass^ed  by  Iler  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  county 
of  X)urham,  upon  the  severat  parishes  and  townships  within  and  com- 
prising t^e  said  county,  except  the  rate  levied  for  the  maintenance  of 
th^pplice  of  the  county. 

By  a^  order  of  General  Quarter  Sessions,  made  the  18th  of  October, 
184^,  under  the  Act  9  G.  4,  c.  43,  for  the  county  of  Durham,  the  said 
}!)iarish .  and  townships  forming  the  borough  of  Sunderland  were, 
togethei:  yjth  the  townships  of  Burdon,  Dawdon,  Ford,  Fulwell, 
Hyltoij,  pyhope,  Silksworth,  Seaham,  Southwick,  and  Tunstall, 
formed 'into  a  f  etty  Sessional  Division,  called  the  Sunderland  Petty 
Sesisional  Division  of  Easington  Ward,  and  by  another  order  of  General 
Quarter  Sessions,  made  on  the  3d  day  of  January,  1859,  for  the  county 
of  Durham,  the  sinid  townships  of  Dawdon  and  Seaham  were,  with  other 
townships,  formed  into  the  Seaham  Petty  Sessional  Division  of  Easi- 
iugtQn.  Ward.-  With  this  exception,  the  Sunderland  Petty  Session;d 
Division  now  remains  as  formed  by  the  order  of  the  18tn  October, 

i84i:.  :.     . 

.  No  separate  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  has  ever  been  held  in  and 
for  the  borough  of  Sunderland,  nor  has  there  ever  been  any  gaol  (»r 
house  of  correction  in  the  said  borough. 

,  From  1836  downwards,  to  the  present  time,  the  council  of  the 
borough  has  appointed  various  persons  successively  to  act  as  high 
constables  in  and  for  the  borough. 

i^QSQ-y  On  the  15th  September,  1836,  a  separate  ^commission  of  the 
•I  peace  was  for  the  first  time,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
5  &  6  W .  4,  c.  76,  granted  by  fiisr  late  Majesty  to  the  borough,  and, 
ever  since  that  time,  justices  assigned  to  act  as  jiLstices  of  the  peace 
in  i^nd  for  the  borough  have  continually  been  appointed  under 
renewed  commissions,  and  such  justices  have  acted  as  such  in  and  for 
the  borough,  and  are  hereafter  called  •'  the  borough  justices."  The 
usual  Petty  Sessions  in  and  for  the  borough  was,  after  the  grant  of 
the  said  commission  of  the  peace,  held  by  the  Mayor  and  other 
borough  justices,  and  other  justices,  being  justices  of  the  peace  acting 
in  .and  for  the  county  of -Durham,  on  each-  day  in  the  week  until  the 
year  1842,  when  the  council  of  the  borough  erected  a  police  court  as 
required  by  the  Act  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  s.  100 ;  subsequent  to  this  the 
Havor  and  other  borough  justices  have  held  their  Petty  Sessions,  on 
each  day,  in  the  police  court,  and,  at  the  same  Sessions,  certain  of  the 
,}usti$^  for  the  county  of  Durham,  acting  in  and  for  the  Sunderland 
Division  of  Easington  Ward,  several  of  whom  are  also. in  the  borough 
commission,  have  acted  with  the  Mayor  and  other  borough  justices; 
there. being  sixteen  justices  in  the  commission  for  the  borough,  of 
whom.*nine  are  also  acting  county  justices. 

The  usual  Petty  Sessions  in  and  for  the  North  Division  and  the. 
Sunderland  Division  of  Easington  Wlurd  respectively  were,  previous 
to  and  after  the  grant  of  the  borough  commission  of  the  peaoe,  held . 
every  Saturday  in  the  justice.room  of  the  Exchange  Builaings,  until 
the  erection  of  the  police  courts  sin  1842,  and  have  since  that  timm 
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been  bolden  in  such  police  court.    The  justices  so  acting  are  herein- 
after called  "the  county  bench  of  justices." 

*Informations  against  publicans  licensed  for  houses  situate  r^oarv 
in  the  borough,  for  offences  committed  by  them  contrary  to  ^ 
the  tenor  of  their  licences,  have  always  been  ac^udicated  upon  by  the 
jostioes  sitting  daily  at  the  police  court  in  retty  Sessions  for  the 
borough,  such  justices  being  as  aforesaid,  besides  the  Mayor  of  the 
borough,  those  justices  who  are  in  the  commission  as  well  for  the 
borough  as  for  the  county,  and  those  who  are  in  the  commission  for 
the  borough  only,  and  those  who  are  in  the  commission  for  the  county 
only;  and  the  Court  so  formed  is  hereinafter  called  ''the  borough 
bench  of  justices." 

On  the  24th  of  August,  1887,  "the  borough  bench  of  justices" 
held  a  General  Annual  Licensing  Meeting,  in  pursuance  of  the  Act  9 
Geo.  4,  c.  61,  specially  for  the  borough  (the  precept  for  holding  such 
meeting  having  been  directed  to  the  borough  high  constable),  and 
granted  ale-house  licenses  for  the  borough,  and,  from  1837  to  1850 
inclusive,  held  such  meetings  and  granted  such  licenses  to  persons 
applying  for  the  same. 

On  the  27th  of  August,  1851,  the  county  bench  of  lustices  acting 
in  and  for  the  Sunderland  Petty  Sessional  Division,  held,  at  the  police 
court  in  Sunderland,  a  General  Annual  Licensing  Meeting,  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  Act  9  G.  4,  c.  61.  The  said  borough  justices  and  county 
justices  did  not  hold,  in  that  year,  separate  licensing  meetings,  but 
held  one  court  only,  at  which  the  Mayor  of  the  borough  presided, 
and  all  applications  for  licenses  to  keep  inns  and  ale-houses,  within 
the  borough  of  Sunderland,  were  heard  and  adjudicated  upon  by  the 
Court,  at  which  the  said  borough  justices  and  the  said  county  justices 
acted  and  voted.  At  this  meeting  none  of  the  ale-house  licenses 
granted  were  signed  by  the  *justices  who  were  justices  only  r^ggi 
for  the  borough,  but  by  the  justices  for  the  county,  and  all  *- 
such  licenses  showed  on  the  face  of  them  that  they  were  granted  by 
the  justices  of  the  county  of  Durham,  acting  in  and  for  the  Sunder- 
knd  Division  of  Easington  Ward.  This  mode  was  adopted  by  the 
tiien  borough  justices  because  doubts  were  suggested  to  them  as  to 
their  right  to  hold  a  separate  licensing  meeting  for  the  borough. 
The  same  course  was  followed  in  1852,  1853,  1854,  1855, 1856,  18dT\ 
and  1858,  with  the  exception  that  the  county  justices  refused  to  (ilJbAv 
the  Mayor  of  the  borough  to  preside  while  the  bench  were  hekfiiiff 
applications  for  licenses  within  the  borough ;  and  under  these  6tri:^tiih- 
stances,  and  in  conseauence  of  the  said  doubts,  the  Mayor 'K)fiCl 
borough  justices  considered  themselves  as  virtually  excluded,  'and 
ceased  to  attend  the  licensing  meetings  convened  by  the  county  jus- 
tices. 

On  the  18th  June  1869,  the  county  justices  acting  in  and  for  the 
Sunderland  Division  of  Easington  Ward,  by  their  precept  in  writing, 
bearing  date  that  day,  and  directed  to  the  high  constable  of  the  Sun- 
derland Division  of  Easington  Ward,  appointed  the  27th  August,  at 
11  o'clock,  to  be  the  day  and  hour,  and  the  police  court  Bishop  Wear- 
mouth  to  be  the  place,  for  holding  the  General  Annual  Licensing 
Meeting,  under  the  Act  9  G.  4,  c.  61,  for  the  Divisioii,  which  Division 
included  the  borough  of  Sunderland  as  before  mentioned.  No  appoint- 
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mafle  by  name,  but  the  aj^Qintqfi^ii^  vW^  ^a^e  ifi  fge^^  *^<ip  % 
the  DiyJAiQQj  f^4  duenoti^aft  ^f  a^q^i^c^ieitmff  >\Ke^^^^  senreii 

by  4\^e  jpigh  wflstable  of  fiie  Jiiyi^igp^  accjartting  ijp  the  Mg^v^iosip  <;^f 

•    b^J^9M^  ^AQ\^  pf  ivi^iQep,  by  f>hfi/^  RreQe«pt  m  .FfM^"*  .<W»p 
.t^t  .^ay,  Jmd  .directed  ,to  jtli^  j^i^  ,cio.^ji^^le  ^  ;tbe  f^d  .P^i»\igi, 


Act©,0.4,.c.  61.  iu  and  f9r  .the  ^boK^ujjh  of  Bw^  ^ 

iieid ;  and  Joseph  Stainsby,  acting  as  high  conat^e  fi^  ^^  jBa\i 
•bpcqvi^,  caused  <^ue  notice  ^)  jbe  ^c^p  |^d  ^rjired  acc^ing  tp  ^he 
provisions  of  -jhe  pajid  4!^t. 

Qn  .the  day  mi  ^  ,t^e  ho^  If^t  ^<^e^d,  .^t  ^fd  aaid  police  ,cou^ 
the  plmiiff,  John  \Candli^,  W?g  *^?  ,^  *%^i4  ^y'^r  xjf  th^ 
^a\d  Ijtorpuglti,  ^d  the  pkiflitif  f  Qa?pb  Jl»'W^fl»  i^%  »  iu»tAce.<rf  the 


pe^QB  ^for  fhe  ,h9i:Q\igb  only,  svlt^h  qoi^aip  <oti;\ftr  jufljjv^s  ^^ing  in  ^ 
lor  the  said  borough,  and  being  duly  qualified  for  J^e  j^urj]^^|^(;(KMcL- 
ji,ng  ip  ,the  sfdd  Act  J^  ,G.  ^,  q.  fii,  jind  ^en  ^nd  'there  9i^iag  as  the 
justices  p{  the  jbopcowk  b^j^q]?,  ^tQqk  p^  i^i  WIsIaW  f^cord^  jb9 
jappoinU^ient,  f  (ieAeraJl  y^.^u^  l^iccjnjpjg  3feeti«^  TOT  jthe  l^oaroHgh^ 
au<ji,  jbogejiber  .with  puch  .pleher  j.u3t;c^.8  lor  ^e  ibij^rcwg^,  ^jf^Uted  4ieven4 
lKle-ho\ise  licenses,  and,  but  for  jthe  £^c^  :fknjjl  c^m3  .of  i^e  defen^bui^, 
Vquld  have  continue  V>  hold  ^aucU  ^^tij;iig  ^nd  4o  griMit  odi^r  a^e- 
jbouse  iiqen^es  i^  .pvixsu^ji^  qt  J^e^r  ri^ht,  and  ^n  je^€K:\atiou  of  Jthe^ 
duty,  fis  justices  .of  .t^ive  p^9fie  in  .and  fQf  ^l\e  .Wqvigb. 

The  .d|feud^i^,  ^ijij^g  j,]^ ^ce?  i^  ,#»d  Iqt  -the  ^idqp^j^t  Djir- 
^am,  4)ina  ,being  t^ere,  with  pitcher  ivi;si^  ,9f  jthe  county  ^noh,  acv^ing 
in  and  for  the  said  ^S^underla^^  ^^yi^iojgi,  |)riepen^  in  the  ^id  police 
court,  p^eyented  tl^e  jpl^ix^ifi^  b^  l^e  o])her  boroujg^  juaUce^^  .then 
*e631  fi^^^B'^'  ^^^W  Ppl^iPg  <*e  8^  ff^ing.:(>,n4  *equir^  j8^^  *qok^^. 
'  ^  |)eued  thej^  tp  dei^t  and  itji^e#^fei\d|ui)3  ^i^  j^he.piher  ooim^ 
jj|i3tic^s  ,daun.ed  po  .be  J^ei^^veip,  ^  oqi^UQjfcy  |usti(cei,  ^fciusur^y 
(^titled  to  hold  Jtl^e  ine^in^. 

The  fi^SepjisLi^,  ^d  )(;^ther  popUy  |u^es  present,  t^n  ^and  tliere 
proceeddd  io  hold,  ^tnd  held,  ^  inc^uj;,  i^^iJQr^ni^  Aii^i^  J^ioenaing 
Heeti^,  in  ^nd  for  U^  said  Siii^de^lajgid  D^lvis^P^ ;  M^  ^e  defeI^^^lti^ 
and  t^he  ^ther  Qounty  ju^jtiices  e^^^Jj^ded  >thje  piaiDiti|&  a^d  the  otl^ 
bopMjgh  ^u^lcies  from,  ^d  vwoujd  npt  ^^uSer  this  pj^^i^itifs  ^d  .other 
Jboro^gl^  justji.Cf^  ptp^a^p  to  Jake jp^ri  W  the  ;^4  f^e^ng,  pr  ^o$e  i^ 
jiJ^etermi^tAon  df  jthe  ques]bion3  TqS^o^  ^eof^. 

^he  p]aintJL&  and  the  bcNroiugh  j#9^c^  f^jesen^  Ihen  ^;of^  in  Cqitfjt, 
and  entered  in  ifietr 'minute-book,  a  protest  against  the  county  ben<^ 
jof  jij3tic^  granjting,  or  baying  #  m^  to  ^^r^,  any  lic€«f«^  fpr  ]k^p- 
io^  inns  ana  ale-nbjgise3  .wi|l;hin  ^  l^p^g^j  bjiijt,  i»Qtvv^thslAn<]iiug 
phis  preheat,  .Xlj^e  defendants  j^na  t^  ofii^T  county  jj^^jic^  J^eard  a^f 
adjudlcatod  upon  a  gr,eat  number  of  ^ppliq^ti^ns  %  f^»^of^  l^W 
in  .tb/9  ^s^Qud  borough  for  Ucen^e^  to  }^^  inn^  «^d  19^64199^^  a«j| 
^nted  «udi  licenses  to  f^  gi^ej^t  n.\w]ter  of  jth)ax)ci. 

^}^  d^ndant?  9^  thi^,  aotjJig  ^r  ph^exj^v^  aqd  tl^  .QjA^ep  i^ 


IBESTjfeMm.  9.B.  a«: 


wmm'mm 


Ititioofl,  taaader  the  oUaBmartaTi wn  ii<iinfll  iP<iie  i«Bae  jihey  «ime  jiatfiiftfi 

The  -^aestioa  for  t]D»e^oolal^  iU»  mnkr  ibe  tdraBBifllanees  faJwve  :itet0|i, 
iUd  AttW  the  iKxuntjr  juattoes  ctr  tibe  bomngh  giurtioefl  exduob^Ee  jnrifr- 
4ioti0n  for  Ihe  ponpose  of  ^aotifng  mkbovmQ  lioeii8«s  dGeir  Abe  Eboroagh 
of  fiunderland  r 

if  :tbe  GottBt  ^bottld  ^  jcf  xifOQion  itot  ifao  ooonlor  mitiees  jbad  «iidh 
exdnaii^  jurisdicsbion. judgnient of ^cmproR. ;iiras to £e£ntered  rMg4. 
for  ihe  4efendaQto»  mfihoiit  eosts  ^  Bifit.  l^wft 

H  Ae  Goart  dioidd  be  lof  fQpiiuQn  tthat  flte  faarongb  jugtioBB  liad 
snob  .exglusi¥e  jiuriadiatiaii,  4Gtr  tbftt  Ahej^  tvid  the  eoimijr  ^usticas  koA 
^oociuacen^  junadiction.  tfaeia  JLudgOKint  waatko  iie  <eiite£aa  for  jbbe  |ikw' 
liAior  &L,  wMftiQuteostB  of  lauit 

Mem^iy,  £ot  d^e  j)laiixti&.--*!Che  ]»qso)]^  >.ustioeB  'have  flither  oofn- 
eoj9«nt  Jjariadiction  mMi  the  Qanalf^  ^^^i^^^^  cvr  they  Jbftve  exdnrnvB 
pnadkAioD  jlO(n»Dlti^fibaa0e  JUoeMifiB,  wsdbtsi  Ae  jaoin^i^  of  fiHOftder*' 
la«id,  .iwdlfir  jsM^  9 <j. 4, «. -81.  AaJlct'Of  PmdtaiasaBt  fwaaedia  tte 
eame  ^eoaion,  :9  GL  !l»  e.  4£,  ^oonteioa  rUae  m^ttlttbions  iby  nrhidii  dm^osui 
i^  a  .-ecMUQiiy  beoome  potttty  jessioBail  .dir^iaioiia^  And  imder  which  'l^ 
joBticea  of  a  eottnty  hold  iqaK^ctad  aesaiofis  in  tibose  diyiskmB.  (fie 
Inferred  io  jsacta.  1, 4  And  4.)  Aod  Jhea,  by  nm.  'SKi.  4,  e.  '61,  a.  1, 
a  apaeUd  «eaaiop  af  itbe  j^nafcioea  of  Ae  ipeaee,  lo  ibe  eatied  the  <G«ueni^ 
Anaual  iiktBiiaing  3{aetmg,  ia  la  .beJbeM  ^in^very  diFiakA  4if  sasrery 
MmHy.  «.  ^  .  .  aond  in  jevsery  libarty ,  diviskn  <af  4merf  l&enty,  coa&iir 
af  a  eiily>  oaanty  of  :a  ifeoivjB,  eity,  ;aBd  iaw»  eorp&mie;*'  and  **it  tiisal 
he  laflftid  &r  the  JaaMaea  aotiag  in  asid  Cor  aueh  xsoaidy  or  }]iafle, 
«iaai»h(led  at  aucb  meetiog  or  jit  «ay  adymtrfttneot  thaseaf,  and  siot  jm 
heffeioaAer  dia<|ttaJj£ad  f isom  aeling,  io  |p^ 
afbrraaid  k>^imi  fiersoaa  m  iiwf  the  aaid  ^aatieea  abaU,  in  iibe  axe- 
antipii  «af  ibe  f)p«rers  :herein  ocooilauMd  4i33d  in  (be  ^steraiae  of  ihetr 
i^9grt$iaix,  dlaeaa  fit  ^nd  croper^"  Sy  taet.  2«  ''in  ey»ry  Mucb  diyi* 
«oa  or  jdaoe  at  afoiyMttid  Ahf»a  abaU  be  holdeo^  twenty-ooe  days  «l 
Aaiea«^  befoee  each  auch  geneml  a»a«aJ  Imnakig  aaeeting,  a 


^feUf  afifltton  lof  the  jnBtioes  aoting  fer  aiaeh  -eo^mtf  air  plaee, 


[♦S6B 


tbe  majerity  of  whom  idben  preaent  abaU,  by  a  pieoapt  «ndar  jlieur 
bttida,  apppinli  "the  A^,  itom*,  ^and  jriaoe  vipon  afl»d  in  wdbieh  such 
geomJ  ammal  tieeoaiJig  saaeliOig  i£pr  aoeb  .diviaion  or  plaoe  afaall  he 
holdeu ;  And  ahoti  direct  aadh  pneeapt  :to  the  high  (ContlaUle  of  the 
diTiaion  ar  plaee  for  arhich  au^n  jmeeting  ia  io  he  hoMon*  <requif jsg 
bin  ^ . .  to^ador  ^be  aeiFeral  petjty  .eonMabbs  or  olihar  peaae  oiBeara 
wiAwL  hia  eomteblewMc^  to  give  ootiee  lof  ihe  naeeftuig.  In  tfait 
seotioo  ihe  w^rd  '^plaoe"  indodea  a  ^ioarn  oorpocate,'^  which  ia^qie- 
oified  m  aeet  1 ;  aM  iherefoie  ^  jnatioQa  of  a  iovtt  eorpeeate,  mhp 
are  |iS6ticea  "^ Jtiating  for  jn^  pdc^ce,"  bairo  poiirer  to  tQi^int  a  goiaad 
anoual  lieanaiag  meeting  ifbr  1^  hon»ag^.  [CAoau'TOfr,  Ji— Tbcea 
fliateadf  ebrcmaatanees  may  eaiat  an  a  horoi^:  1.  Where  ihe  eom« 
mianofi  of  ibe  jpeaoe  for  l3ie  b«m>ngb  eontaioa  a  ae  intromhtaat 
daiise,  and  then  the  horoiigb  jnatices  haw  exeluaire  juriadijotion. 
2.  Whete  there  ia  no  each  ehttisat  and  ihen  the  borpugh  and  fi>a 
QfHmby  joatioeB  have  eooearMai  junadietion,  aa  in  Bmc  v,  Saindmiy, 
4  T.  S.  iol,  which  deeidad  that  wbiehewr  aet  of  joatteaa  first  appointa 
a  laeeliiig  to  grant  licwaas,  lh«r  jiirisdietkHi  attaeheaaa  as  to  ^exchida: 


n 
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the  other  from  appointing  a  subsequent  meeting.  3.  Wbere  the  tiro 
sets  of  justices  act  together,  and  so  make  a  borough-county  bench ; 
but  that  state  of  things  seems  not  to  b^  within  stat.  9  O.  4,  c.  61. 
There  are  also  towns  corporate  which  have  no  commission  of  the 
peace :  the  statute  could  not  apply  to  them.  Wightmak,  J. — ^Tbe 
town  corporate,  in  sect.  1,  must  be  a  town  corporate  which  has  justices 
of  the  peace  acting  for  it]  Sect.  7  empowers  the  county  justices, 
^ona-y  uudcr  Certain   ^circumstances,   to  act  within  the  borough: 

J  *'  Whenever  at  anv  of  the  meetings  to  be  holden  as  aforesaid 
for  any  liberty,  county  of  a  city,  county  of  a  town,  city,  or  town  cor- 
porate, there  shall  not  be  present  at  least  two  justices  acting  in  and 
for  any  such  liberty,  county  of  a  city,  county  of  a  town,  city,  or  town 
oorporate,  who  are  not  disqualified,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  justices 
acting  in  and  for  the  county  or  counties  adjoining  to  such  liberty, 
eounty  of  a  city,  county  of  a  town,  city,  or  town  corporate,  and  not 
disqualified  from  acting,  to  act  within  such  liberty  or  place,  and  with 
the  justice  or  justices  thereof,  not  as  hereinbefore  disqualified,  who 
shall  be  present  at  any  such  meeting  as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose  of 
granting  or  transferring  licenses  under,  or  of  hearing  complaints  as 
to  offences  against,  this  Act-;  any  law,  custom,  or  usage  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding."  [Crompton,  J. — That  section  was  necessary 
to  enable  the  county  justices  to  act  in  a  borough,  notwithstanding  the 
oommission  of  the  peace  for  the  borough  contained  a  ne  intromittant 
dause,  in  cases  where  there  was  not  a  sufficient  number  of  borough 
justices.]  It  shows  that  the  Legislature  intended  that  the  time  and 
place  for  holding  licensing  meetings  should  be  appointed  by  the 
borough  justices.  [Cbompton,  J. — Only  where  the  time  and  place 
had  not  been  before  appointed  by  justices  of  the  county.]  Sect.  Ill 
of  Stat  6  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  which  gives  to  county  justices  the  jurisdic- 
diction  of  borough  justices,  in  boroughs  to  which  a  separate  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions  shall  not  have  been  granted,  points  at  a  concurrent 
jurisdiction.  In  Brown,  app.,  v.  Nicholson,  resp.,  5  G.  B.  N.  S.  468 
(E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  94),  it  was  decided  that  an  alehouse  license  granted 
at  a  licensing  meeting  on  the  7th  September  by  borough  justices,  in 
*3671  ^  bo^^K^  no^  having  a -separate  Gourt  of  Quarter  ^Sessions, 

-I  was  good,  notwithstanding  the  county  justices,  who  had  concur- 
rent jurisdiction,  had  before  appointed  a  licensing  meeting  to  be  held 
on  the  following  day.  rCROMPTON,  J. — That  case  is  open  to  discus- 
sion, because  there  could  be  no  appeal  against  the  judgment]  Reg. 
v.  Dale,  Dears,  k  P.  G.  G.  87,  which  was  founded  on  the  interpretation 
elause,  sect.  87  of  stat.  9  O.  4,  c.  61,  was  cited  in  that  case,  and  ex- 
plained by  the  Gourt.  [Wiohtman,  J. — ^By  the  proviso  to  sect  27 
of  that  Act  the  appeal  against  the  decision  of  the  borough  justices 
may  be  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county.  Gockburn,  C.  J. — 
Suppose  a  boroueh  is  within  two  counties :  if  the  county  justices  have 
the  jurisdiction  claimed  for  them,  the  justices  of  two  different  counties 
would  be  present  at  the  meeting;  whereas  the  borough  justices  would 
be  a  single  body  acting  for  the  whole  borough.] 

LuuhfSoT  the  defendants. — Stat.  9  G.  4,  c.  61,  gives  exclusive  juris- 
diction to  the  county  justices  to  grant  alehouse  licenses  in  a  borough, 
unless  the  borough  has  a  separate  Gourt  of  Quarter  Sessions.  The 
term  ''town  corporate,"  in  sect  1,  must  receive  a  limited  sense,  be- 
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anae  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  that  Act  towns  corporate  had  no 
justices  of  the  peace.    The  Municipal  Corporations  Act,  6  &  6  W.  4, 
c.  76,  s.  98,  first  introduced  boroughs  having  justices  of  the  peace  by 
commission.    Sect  4  of  stat.  9  G.  4,  c.  61,  which  authorizes  the  Quarter 
Sessions  to  do  various  acts,  cannot  appl^  to  a  town  corporate  which 
has  no  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.   And  m  all  the  subsequent  sections 
of  that  Act  the  word  "  place"  means  a  town  corporate  capable  of  car- 
lying  out  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  for  which  purpose  it  must 
have  ♦a  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.    Sect.  2  requires  the  pre-  r«QgQ 
cept  of  the  justices  for  holding  the  meeting  to  be  directed  ''to  l- 
the  high  constable  of  the  division  or  place,"  and  there  is  properly  no 
such  officer  in  boroughs  which  have  not  a  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions. 
(He  cited  James  v.  Green,  6  T.  B.  228,  and  Weatherhead  v.  Drewry, 
11  East  168.)    [Crompton,  J.— The  office  of  high  constable  is  very 
ancient    But  bv  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  87,  the  words  **  high 
constable?  "  shall  be  deemed  to  include  any  person  acting  as  such."] 
Sect.  21,  which  provides  that,  upon  a  proceeding  against  a  licensed 
person  for  a  third  ofifence  against  the  tenor  of  his  license,  the  hearing- 
of  the  charge  may  be  adjourned  to  the  General  or  Quarter  Sessions 
of  the  peace  then  next  ensuing  to  be  inquired  of  before  a  jury,  and 
sect.  22,  which  empowers  the  Quarter  Sessions  to  order  the  constable 
of  the  parish  or  place  in  which  the  licensed  house  is  situate  to  carry 
on  the  proceedings,  and  to  order  the  treasurer  ''  of  the  county  or  plactf 
in  and  for  which  such  justices  shall  then  act  to  pay  the  expenses  of 
the  prosecution,"  cannot  be  carried  out  except  in  a  borough  having  a 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.    Sect.  21  shows  that  the  justices  who 
adjourn  the  bearing  of  a  case  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  are  members 
of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.    Sect.  22  prescribes  certain  duties 
to  the  treasurer  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  there  is  no  such  officer 
as  a  clerk  of  the  peace  in  a  borough  which  has  not  a  Court  of  Quar- 
ter Sessions.    Sect.  25  assumes  that  there  is  a  gaol  for  the  county  or 
place  for  which  the  justices  granting  the  licenses  act.    (He  also  refer- 
r&l  to  sect.  26.)   By  sect.  27,  any  person  who  thinks  himself  aggrieved 
by  any  act  of  any  justice  may  appeal  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  **  holden 
for  the  "^county  or  place  wherein  the  cause  of  such  complaint   r«og9 
shall  have  arisen."     "  Provided  also,  that  when  any  cause  of  '• 
complaint  shall  have  arisen  within  any  liberty,  county  of  a  city, 
county  of  a  town,  city,  or  town  corporate,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
person  who  shall  think  himself  so  as  aforesaid  aggrieved  to  appeal 
against  any  such  act  as  aforesaid,  if  he  shall  think  fit,  to  the  Quarter 
Sessions  of  the  county  within  or  adjoining  to  which  such  liberty  j>r 
place  shall  be  situaie,  subject  to  all  the  provisions  hereinbefore  con- 
tained."   (He  also  referred  to  sects.  28  and  83.)    In  Brown*  app.,  v. 
Nicholson,  resp.,  6  C.  B.  N.  S.  468  (E.  C.  L.  B.  voL  94),  the  justices  of 
the  borough  had  always,  both  before  and  since  The  Municipal  Corpo- 
rations Act,  granted  licenses  within  the  borough.    [Blackburn,  J. — 
There  is  a  misprint  in  the  judgment  in  that  case,  p.  478 :  where 
"senarate  commission  of  the  peace"  occurs  instead  of  **  separate  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions."]    In  Beg.  v.  Dale,  Dears,  k  P.  C.  C.  87,  on  a 
review  of  all  the  sections  in  which  the  word  "  place"  occurs,  the  Judges 
held  that  the  word  "  place,"  in  sect.  26,  means  a  borough  having  a 
Court  of  Quarter  Sessions.    It  was  not  intended  that  the  county  and 
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fo^ftH^h  *|ii4tia^  duKcdd  ;aQt<QQiuiiv9Q0ftl7  in  gwoding  jj^^epfles.  '[Oeti^- 
I^Jt^,  $/.  J.T-vA^boiigh  botli  cbusptae  >€if  ^uatioes  i^e  witiun  the  teifw 
«f  t^.  ^ ,  ivad  tiiecofoi^e  it  iliught  eoism  ^at  they  liad  ponouppi&iit  j  nris- 
potion  rtp  4p»flt  Ucenses  .witbia  jbl  iKkrough,  f^,  iioolcHi^  at  seet  4  anH 
tt^;Wh^UWt«^CK)ftktna,  1iheiD|i;cd;iiikery€oraRK>rkding  out4ftie  lieensing 
^fsiem^  is  ifrhclif  mMoAing  da  $a  ix»ou^  ^un^less  it  ^sm  *&  >€o!»1i  of  Qvor- 
i^r  SossiQQe . wd  {Officers  (Jerivdag  Abeir  aiitbority  irom  it ;  ^md^^re- 
fyai^w^  vmsd  f^d  the  term  ^^topBn  CQrporate/' ai^  aect  jpius  ''^wi 
eprpon^  staying  ;|i  flcpw'aste  £!aart  of  dljuavter  SesaioBs."  T-o  ^r^eat 
*8701  unaeemlioess  .of  Ae  4jro  <fiel9  <3f  r^usftieee  '^I'lmnk^  a  niee, 
^  jwe  o^ghti  if  we  can,  ito  holll  ^Cfhftt  ^e  ooiiptj  jaatioos  l^re 
M<ll¥U(i^  juriadietioQ.  J^jdA  «s  ja  >l^e  'boD>oa^  of  SanderlaDd  ^» 
\hw9^U  jUfilticQS  oawot  have  t^  ifM^aitkiice  'Of  apch  offieers  ^  sf^.  9 
^.  4,  c.  61,  i^ttires  for  oftrry^  Q«i  its  pnoyisiiom,  I  i^hiiUc  itbis  j  aris- 
^olfion  does  &ot  iieiloDtg  tto  j;hwi.§ 

Mmi^Vf  i^  OPeply . — [OooKBUijBir,  iG..  J.«-^¥o|ir  <^r>gumeBt  requires  ihal 
Aie  icouaty  joatio^  fii^oilld,  hj  Iheir  f^rec^  to  •frhe  'high  -eonatable,  give 
9  ^aftioe,  ^bieh  is  io  give  juriadietioa  <to  4|jie  ^boroi^gh  justices  to  bold 
%  oieieifeipg  jMid  ^xan^  lioeaaes.]  *Tlheve  is  a  bigh  eoaateble  in  the  bcr- 
(>^h  ^  Simderlaad,  ito  whepi  the  borau^  ^ustkses  «i9y  d»rect  ^b^ 
pceojeftt.  [WioffiWAsr,  /.-^^^.^ect.  jM  ^  atat  ^  ^.  4,  e.  4^1,  ^uaets  t\\9^ 
Qlia»  moiety  of  any  penalty  xeowASP^  under  ihe  Aet  may  be  awarded 
to  ^be  fHToaeaotor,  and  the  r-emaikid^  ito  .the  ^' tcieaaufor  of  ^e  coaul^ 
or  {il(M^  for  which  ^^oh  jaatioe  dbaM  <thea  aet.*"  la  the  ease  of  a  per- 
spa  in  A  borou^  ^o&Yiqted  of  i^n  4)l&ace  againstfi  the  toaor  of  hv 
lioease,  whmi  is  to  be  4ow  Mith  the  pmialty  P  'T^ie  peaaity  woidd  jfo 
to  iim  ii^asafer  >of  4^  coanty,  if  ibe  ^rovgh  Ibad  aoCknirt  of  Qaaisker 
Sessions.  Whatever  ^e  tefW  ^  Qiw^r  S^osaioW^  occors  m  alst.  ^ 
Q.  4,  c.  61,  it  means  i^ttckrjb^  Se^^o^s  for  ^e  e^aty^  if  fiie  borougb 
has  Ckot  a  €owt  of  4^aiiter  .Ses^ons.  Aceordia^  lio  ^  eoa^jbructioa 
Qomeaded  ibtr  by  (^  defendsiits^  a  borough  JHstiee  "voi^dd  ^rie  m 
power  io  42oayict  ibr  olfenee.8  ^i^iast  Ae  atatute. 

Per  <}uiiiA¥^GocKBu«K,  G.  /.,  WJ^^mmASf  wA  BhAffKsmw,  Js., 
CAOMFroN,  J.,  baying  gone  io  46hamiber8.) 

^udg^aaaat  for  "the  delendaaisXa) 

.(a)  But  4M  «wt  4  <if  «M^  34  #  S6  ITiQi.  c  Uj  .p«iMd  A^S^t  1^|i,  1861. 


By  i^pMmvai,  not  under  9^,  pt^ttf  |»frc9d.4o  Ift,  jmil  Jl<ftudMitHto4iii<9»  «iwt»in  jiModait 
for  ioven  ypMf ;  nod  U  «i«  <l|urth«r  ••fiMd  iiiAt  •  food  fad  oirfMopt  Umho,  mfMjwg  ti»o 
terms  ^of  4^  figBponeo^  •hoi\UI  l)p  ^«q(«r«A,  #t  4^  >^t4iKp«9«9  of  4m  fMW tl^P-  l«  m  w^^m* 
for  |iQ^  jiccepiing  »  ]e«#a  :  )»el4  ibiit,  ^oojg)i  M>gj>pitmRftifi|  hm  TOf^  ^^  Immo  hj  Mi»i.  8  #  f 
yipt.  0.  106,  8.  3,  it  ir«s  |fOo4  M  fp  ff  rooQiept. 

DsGM^ATiON  iipoa  the  foUowring  agreement  betweep  the  plaintiff 
9Bd  the  (iefendiiBt.  ''MemcMrandam  of  agremiMst  made  and  entered 
i^tQ  this  6tb  day  of  April  1850,  between  John  Bond,  of,  |(c„  of  the 
09e  'p%rt,  and  TboBuui  jEtosliag,  of,  4e.,  ^f  the  o4ber  part,  as  foliows 


^Ming  <o  hire  aiid  ^e,  #11 4^^  tnWher!*  fltG»i  ^unte,  4jk).  ;  ^^d  aUi9 
^  ibat  j3(U2^Q^ge  qr  ^enoment,  ait^ate,  4k^^  :9^ith  ttl^e  .^augljiteribo)]^ 
yaxA,  garde^,  ^4  .^p^pivrtei^iioea  j^ier^upto  jdelooging,  as  ii^  am^ 
jmmiaes  :a7e  iiocvv  4^  ibe  ^OQjiiatiQn  of  W  H-t  ^^^  ^  13tli  of  ^97 
next,  for  the  4efm  of  aevQii  y^^fM^,  |^  .^he  yearly  ;;eiit  ^:&52.,  }V>  be  {^4 
klf-yqarly  .by  -two  eaual  half-ye^ly  fOkjm^ptfi^^n  fiye^  1,8th  day  ^ 
SoTcmber  aad  ISth  .^ay  of  iMay,  j^h.e  ^^  il^alf-^^&eai^ly  payment  t9  jb^ 
yoade  on  the  ISt^i  day  of  ^ovem^b^r  iig^^iU,  saoh  jrent  tto  Jbe  <paid  firae 
from  all  .dediictic^  ;iv';lui$Qoeyer  ^exc^)  laivd  '^l^)«  .^d  it  i^  h^r^by 
agreed^bat  the  said  jbi^maa  Rpaling«i|^l?pfl^  ^1^  \ai>dW^'sp<^<>Pf^rty 
tftx  ai^  f^U  q^her  ^ate9  and  ^^^es  (eixqcfpt  lapd  Ifi^)  for  ^  ^  xespeot 
of  ^be  said  {i^^einiaes.  A^d  it  -ie  |i(^^  |hat  the  .^aid  TJ;K](mas  fiosliiig 
»haU,  a^  tihe  ^e^cpknitiw  of  fijt^  iafBfi  ^opr  yeara  rof  ^e  .eaid  ;te^m,  l^a^f 
)be  option  of  .taj^i^g  jtbe  ^aid  fMrei^iiaes  &^  ^  *ifu^h€f  iarjn  qt  rMM 
^ven  years  ;frqm  ^e  e|c;piratio«^  oi  jU^  sf^id  tteimi  rOf  aeye^  ^ 
years,  ooiomencing  on  the  lS(th  of  May  next^  on  the  aaioe  itermsa^d^ 
said  premiseB  are  hereby  agreed  to  .be  t^e^,  on  giying  to  ^e  «aid 
John  Bond,  h^a  heirs  ojr  assigiis,  01^  jQiilendar  jK^>i|iith!s.  notiqe  ip 
wiitixig,  before  the  expiration  qf  the  jsaid  fo^r  ye^MS,  qi  his  desire  to 
have  anch  jr^nc^ed  leaae,  i^irhiiOb  it  is  A^ee4  shjfuil  be  prep^ired  fut  th? 
cost  of  4;he  aaid  73io]p;ias  Ro^Qg.  4^  ^  is  figso^  4j^t  ^  sai^ 
I^homfis  BosUng  .aball,  ^a(t  his  own  costs,  keep  all  the  ^aid  preaiise^, 
both  wkhui  and  iBv^iti^OVit,  i^  good  tenai^t^U,e  repair  ^a^d  coi^dition,  an4 
•0  leave  ^ha  ^ame  at  jthe  e^furation  of  hi9  <te&anoy .:  ^and  that  the  sai4 
Tl^QiQfis  Soslii^ig  shf^ll  «Pt  ^^nd^riet  the  ^a>id  premises,  or  ^ny  pap^ 
ikesGol,  .with<Mit  jthe  .eouseot  in  >?¥riti|ig  of  jthe  said  Joh^  ^ojod,  h}$ 
heiirs  or  assigns.  ^Ad  it  is  f ui^her  agreed  that  a  good  a^d  s^fE^oie^ 
laaae  ^  the  4^  pre^QisQS,  jem^odying  J^e  term?  of  ^is  .agrjoem^oi 
u4  QooUimng  aU  W9<d  find  nec^^avry  .coYieQants,  c^us^S;  Ax^d  p«*oyi- 
pioDS,  shall  be  foilihwijih  prepared  #t  ^e  joi^t  expfSfiB/d  of  the  ^aid 
ptities.  And  fof  ihe  trxi^  peHESarjoo^nce  of  tthis  ^igieeqient  ^oaoh  of  thf 
ttid  iiMartiea  biii^dc^th  himself  ivito  d^e  *Q|her  in  ^e  sum  of  i&O/.,  to  b^ 
leoovvered  as  and  £qt  liq  uidated  dm^g^*  Witi^ss  the  hands  qt  %bjf 
md  ftktiieB,  John  Qood,  Thomas  Soslijig.  Witi;^,  C.  ^.  N."  Av<»*>* 
OM^^  tj^t  the  .defimdwt  iS^j^r^  into  posi^eseion  .^{  the  premises 
¥nder  the  agi^ment,  and  ocoupied  the  aiime  a^  te^ax^  to  j^e  pJaiAtiff, 
fnd  thAt  th^  plaiat^  .ea^aed  .a  ffood  wd  aiij9&Qiei;it  lease  if>  be  prepared^ 
l^nd  that  he  yr^a  ready  and  williog  ^d  ^^red  io  grant  the  said  leasf 
to  the  defendant ;  btiit  ^  defe^dwt  ^efnaed  to  .acqetpt  9  liea^Q,  aud  hai 
not  paid  his  part  of  .the  ^^i^pepae  of  th«  pref>a^9^W  (C^  the  ji^ase  or 
tbd  U^ttid^^jbad  daoiagea. 

Demurrer  and  joinder  therein. 

Afield,  for  |;he  dA&odwt* — ^e  agreement  set  oat  in  the  r*37D 
deelaration  is  a  lease,  and,  not  being  ''made  by  deed,"  is  void  ^ 
at  law  by  sect.  8  of  stat.  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  106.  The  words  evince  an 
intention  that  an  immediate  interest  should  pass,  and  therefore  the 
instmment  operates  as  a  lease  notwithstanding  the  clause  providing 
for  the  preparation  of  a  lease ;  Doe  d.  Pearson  v,  Bies,  8  Bing.  178 
(E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  21).  [WiGHTMAN,  J. — Though  the  instrument  is 
void  as  a  lease,  it  may  be  an  agreement  also  and  good  as  such.  Cook- 
burn,  C.  J. — ^If  the  instrument  operates  as  a  present  demise,  what 
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would  be  the  use  of  the  clause  providing  for  the  preparation  of  a 
lease  ?]  Sect.  4  of  the  repealed  statute  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  76,  which 
enacted  that  '^  no  lease  in  writing"  should  be  "  valid  as  a  lease  unless 
made  by  deed/'  contained  a  proviso  that  "  any  agreement  in  writing 
to  let"  should  be  **  valid  and  take  effect  as  an  agreement  to  execate  a 
lease."  But  that  proviso  is  omitted  in  sect.  8  of  stat.  8  &  9  Yict.  c. 
106,  which  simply  enacts  that  "  a  lease,  required  by  law  to  be  in 
writing,"  shall  be  "void  at  law  unless  made  by  deed."  TKe  intention 
therefore  was  that  the  instrument  should  be  void,  not  only  as  a  lease, 
but  also  as  an  agreement.  In  Stratton  v.  Pettit,  16  C.  B.  420  (E.  C. 
L.  B.  vol.  74),  it  was  held  that  an  instrument  which  was  intended  to 
operate  as  a  lease  was  void,  as  such,  by  sect.  8  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c. 
106,  not  being  by  deed.  [Blackburn,  J. — In  that  case,  which  was 
an  action  on  the  agreement,  it  was  a  good  defence  that,  the  instrument 
being  void  as  a  lease,  a  lease  never  existed.  But  why  should  not  this 
instrument  be  good  as  an  agreement?  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  3, 
does  not  say  that  an  agreement  by  which  parties  intend  to  create  a 
term  shall  be  void.]  The  instrument  cannot  be  both  a  present  lease 
♦3741  **^^^  *^  agreement  for  a  future  lease.  [Wightican.  J. — Sup- 
-'  pose  the  instrument  contained  a  clause  that,  if  the  plaintiff 
would  allow  the  defendant  to  take  possession  of  the  premises  until  a 
lease  was  executed,  the  defendant  would  pay  a  sum  of  money,  could 
not  the  plaintiff  recover  it?]  No.  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — ^The  instru- 
ment might  operate  by  way  of  present  demise  and  by  way  of  agree- 
ment to  grant  a  formal  lease :  it  rails  in  the  former  operation  by  reason 
of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  8 ;  but  it  operates  as  an  agreement  with 
mutual  promises  by  the  lessor  to  grant,  and  by  the  lessee  to  accept,  a 
formal  lease  on  a  future  day.  In  Burton  v.  Beevell,  16  M.  k  W. 
807,t  it  was  held  that  an  instrument  which,  but  for  stat.  7  &  8  Vict 
c.  76,  s.  4,  would  have  been  construed  as  a  demise,  being  not  under 
seal  and  therefore  by  that  enactment  void  as  a  present  demise,  would 
iBtill  operate  as  an  agreement.  Blackburn,  J.— Why  should  the 
instrument  be  void  because  it  says  that  until  a  formal  lease  is  exc- 
el ted  the  party  going  into  possession  shall  be  tenant  to  the  party 
letting  him  in?  The  words  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  106;  s.  8,  meaii  no 
more  than  that  the  instrument,  not  being  a  deed,  shall  pass  no  interest 
WiGHTHAK,  J. — This  instrument  is  void  as  a  lease ;  but  it  contains  a 
valid  agreement.  Cockburn,  0.  J. — Stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  104,  s.  S* 
makes  void  that  part  of  the  agreement  which  would  operate  as  li 
present  demise,  but  leaves  an  agreement  to  take  a  lease.] 

Jfellishf  for  the  plaintiff,  was  not  called  upon. 

Per  Curiam.— K/OGKBURN,  C.  J.,  Wightmak  and  Blackburn,  3k 
Cbompton,  J.,  haa  gone  to  Chambers.) 

Judgment  for  the  plaiuti£ 
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♦HARTLEY  v.  HODGES.    Jum  4.  [»S75 

.buolMJicy. — Discharge  under  law  of  colony »  

Im  aa  Mtion  od  a  bill  of  ezehange  drawn  and  aooapted  in  Bngland,  and  a^so  for  money  lentv 
talnaity  and  on  aeoonnta  itatod  in  England,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  discharge  under  the 
iejolrent  law  of  the  colony  of  Vietofia,  not  alleging  that  either  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant 
was  domieiled  in  that  colony :  held,  no  answer  to  the  action. 

This  was  an  action  by  the  drawer  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange,  dated  4th  October  1851,  for  1501,  payable  one  month  after 
date.  Also  for  money  payable  for  money  lent,  interest,  and  on  ac- 
counts stated. 

Second  plea.  "  After  the  alleged  debts  were  contracted,  the  estate 
of  the  defendant  was  placed  under  seauestration  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  colony  of  Victoria,  according  to  the  law  of  the  sadd 
colony  in  that  behalf,  and  such  proceedings  were  thereupon  had  in 
the  said  Ck>urt  according  to  the  law  of  the  said  colony  in  that  behalf, 
that  the  defendant  afterwards  obtained  a  certificate  of  his  conformity 
to  the  laws  of  the  said  colony  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  persois, 
vhich  certificate  was  afterwards  duly  confirmed  by  the  said  Coii:.*t» 
And  by  the  said  proceedings  and  certificate  so  confirmed  the  defend- 
aat,  who  during  ail  the  said  proceedings  was  resident  in  Victoria,  and 
subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Court,  was,  by  the  law  of  the 
said  colony,  discharged  from  the  alleged  debts  and  every  part  thereof 
tbe  said  Court  then  having  jurisdiction  to  discharge  the  defendant 
from  the  said  debts." 

Third  plea.  "As  to  the  count  or  counts  for  money  *pay-  r^oy^ 
able,  the  defendant  says  that  after  the  alleged  debts  became  '- 
dae,  he  accepted,  and  delivered  so  accepted  to  the  plaintiff,  a  bill  of 
exchange  dated  the  4th  day  of  October,  1851,  drawn  bv  the  plaintiff 
on  the  defendant  for  the  payment  to  the  order  of  the  plaintiff  of  1502. 
at  one  month  after  date,  for  and  on  account  and  in  payment  and 
satisfaction  of  the  alleged  debts,  and  that  the  plaintiff  then  accepted 
tbe  said  bill  of  the  defendant  for  and  on  account  and  in  such  payment 
and  satisfaction  as  aforesaid." 

Replication.  "The  plaintiff  says  that  the  said  bill  of  exchange  in 
the  said  first  count  mentioned  was  an  inland  and  not  a  foreign. bill  of 
exchange,  and  that  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
and  each  of  them,  arose  and  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  within  this  king- 
doQ  of  England,  and  not  in  the  said  colony,  or  in  any  place  out  of 
England." 

To  this  replication  the  defendant  demurred,  and  the  plaintiff  joined 
in  demurrer. 

Joieph  Broton,  in  support  of  the  demurrer. — The  facts  disclosed 
on  this  record  show  a  valid  discharge  of  the  defendant  from  the 
debts  for  which  the  plaintiff  sues.  The  effect  of  a  declaration  of 
insolvency  and  a  judicial  transfer  of  property  under  it  is  to  divest 
tibe  party  of  his  personal  property  all  over  the  world,  to  deprive  him 
of  all  debts  due  to  him,  and  to  discharge  him  from  all  debts  duei  by, 
tim:  Story.  Conf.  Laws,  §§  408-9,  5th  ed.  W^h^re.  inde^i  t^insoK 
▼ency  takes  place  in  a  fqi;€^i^,cp.untry  it  has  no  effect  Jiere  except  by  ^ 
tlio  oomitv  Qz  nations,  but  $  is  otherwise.  ¥rhere,  the  insolvency  takqt 
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place  under  the  law  of  a  oolonj  constituted  by  the  imperial  parlia- 

•ft'TTi  *The  colony  of  Victoria  originally  formed  part  of  New  South 
^^^J  Wales,  but? by  ^ttHt.  tS  &  U  Victf.  c!  59;  '^For*  the  better  gov- 
efftmetitf  of*  her  Majftsftr'a  A^i«?rtllia'tt  coldttf^'*  it  waj<  coh^tetfed*  a 
rieparatie  colOiiy,  witfi'"Vs^parlt6'legi8l*at5ve  cbtttiferf,?'  geftte^  i,  2;  tfe 
existing  laws  to  remain  itt  force,  sect.  25 ;  and  a  Supreme  Court  of 
justice  to  be  erected,  sects.  28,  29.  By  18  &  19  "^ict.  c.  56,  a  consti- 
tutiotl  yfrsiA  given  to  tlAh  colony ;  by  sect:  40"  of*  Whibh*  constitftttion 
''all  law^^tid^dtafutl^s- which'  dt  1/he  time  6f  rtie*  posing  of  thi?  Act 
shall  bie  in  fot^e'  "Within"  Vidtbria  shall  r^maid  and'  cbntiniie  to  b^  of 
the  same  force,  authority,  and  effect  as  if  this  Act  had  not  bisen  made, 
except  ill  so  far"" as  the  game  are*  repealed'  or  vdried  by  this  Act,  or  in 
«ib  far  as*  the  saittfe  shall'  of  may  hereaftfei*,  by  Vinue  and  undei^  the 
afitthority  of  tliig  Act,  be  repealed*  of  varied  by  atiy  Act*  or  Acts  of 
a&b  fegislatu!^  of  Victbrid'.?*'  Iii  Edwafdfe  v.  [feonalcl,  t  Kndpp  P'.  C.  C. 
259',  it  Was  held  thrfr  a  cefliflciite*  of  confortftit^  to  the  bankrupt'  la\^. 
obthitled'in  England;  -Wa^a'bar  tbaH  actibil  Ibf  a  dfebt  contracted' by 
ifie  banlirtipt  itt  Calcutta' pfeVibusly  to  hir  brftlfeujitey)  aUhotigh  thr 
clHgdltofWas  rfe^idietitf  at  Cal'ctift^  and-  h^  no'notitta  of  the  coilimisgioii. 
(BtACKBtjttK,  Jl-^'Thei^^  W  thfe  rharlidd  difetititstiotl  betMreeii  that  cawr 
atirfthe  pffesent  ttatf  t^ere'  tile  disfchafge  Wai^'utid'cr  au'abt'  of  the  im- 
perial legislature.]  Id  Qttelih*  t;.  Mfeiitooii.  itt*  a;  liote  tb  the  former 
ca^e;  p.  268;'  i^YieYe  a  Frttibli  tiadkfuptf,  who  llad  assigned  all  his  pm- 
perty  to  his*  assignees  under  a*  French  cotonilssioh  of  bahkfuptcy,  had' 
given  a  note  of  hand  in  France,  which  was  proved*  litider'tne'  bank- 
rtiptcy,  atidUfief^tds'enabrtied  tb  a' thind  ri^ny,  ir  was  Meld  that  the 


Buck.  Bank.  Cafe.  57,  whefe  a  suit?  waa*  instituted  iri  the  Dutch  Colb- 
liial' Court  of  DemefSfa;  fof  thfe  fecoV^ry  of  thd  balance  ofatl  aceouiit 
fbf*  goods  cbilsigtlfed'  by  tlie*  plaifatifl6  rfe&idfeiit'  at  Demerara,  to  the 
defendant  and' his  partners  iri*  toiidoti,  a*  p\m  Of  batikrut)tcy  in  Eng- 
land, of  which  the  plaintiflS  had  notice,  but-Mad* liot  p1-oved' their  debt 
dtider'  it;  ^s  hel&  go6di  [;VrmritttA^,  J*— There  also  the  bdnkfupfet 
Wtean  English  otte:  BilitO^^Rl^,  Ji— In  ttie  prmriotla  case  of  Smittt' 
v:  Buehaiian;  i  East'tf,  it'waa  held'  thiit  a  dischafgeundisf  ffcomrftil^' 
Aon  of  bankruptby  in  tMb  stkte*  of  Mafylitld'Wats  no'baf  to  attacti^ti 
fdf  si*  debt'  arising  Herd;  by  a*  cfeditbr  n^ho  wrfs  a  Stibjfect  of  this  cottti 
try.].  That  case  was  decided  at  a  time  when  there  was  very  grttt^ 
jealousy  agaitlst'  pfoc^edings  iri*  Atnerica'ri  Courts:  In*  Sidawav  v. 
Hay,, 8  B.  k  C.  12  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  10),  a  debt  contracted  iti'Eriglabd* 
iJva  tf&def  rfesidlbg  in  Scotlarid  ^aS  M^d  tb  be  b(rted>tiy  a  disohftife 
dndef  ^  se<)rieSftation  issued  in  Scotli^nd'  liridet  Stat.  54  GK  i,  <5. 1#. 
[BiAYj^uttiJ;  J.— Thrft*  casewfes  afft«f  Striith  it:  BtKJhanan:  BeSld^ 
illth^  subseqtienf  casfe  of  Phillips  v.  Allari,  8'B;  ft  0.'  4?tf(R,  C.  L.  rf. 
^oli  13),  it  was  helS  that*  the  discttatge  of  ariinsblverff  debtor;  rind^ 
a^dessib  boribrritfl  by  the  Court  of  Session  iti^Scotland,  Was  rioanstW^ 
tb  an  aistion  brdttghflJy  an  English  subject'  iri  Engla-tid  to  recovef  i' 
debt'cv:>ritfactbd  iri  tibglarid;  although  it'  a^ipeafbd  thaV  the  plaititflf 
(^tjiosea^tli^  dls(;harge*  df^'the  dfefbridktft^  iii  tli6  dbdtiAt'  CbaH;    S^^' 
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the  defendant  was  discharged  bj  a  sequestration  under  th<)(  *5f^  r^iltfd 

tf.  S-  cc  fSf.  tfntf  not  iiader  a;  cei^io  bonowm.]'  IiT  Th^  Royal'  '•'^  '^ 
of  Sbotlieiii*t>:  Su^Rberlf,  I  Road  4«2,  w*We^*  tf-  tradfei**  hwi*  oft^- 
^  certifiicatb  tm<if;^  M*  Bn^lisA^  dom'tinisdibA-  of  bdtikru^DbjT,.  i» 
beld  a^  didchaarg^'  iti'  Scotlfaaftd  6t  ifhe'  deB^  of  Scotch  C]^itr6rtt* 
irftitsh  ffligfet  haw  Beetf  proved'  tindfei*  iU  Aiid,  iii  Pcrgtibon-  v,  Spettctti*: 
?acottrlC  B:  M*^*  C.  E-  R  Voll  so);  S.  C.  1  Marti  &  (Jr:  987  (Ek  G;. 
L.  B.  tol.  S9);  a  (iertlflcsrte  ilAde)"  m*  Irikh  cdiiiitii^ioa- of  batikrat>tby^ 
was  held*  a  bar  of  dfe6t*r  due  from  the  bankrupt  in  England  or  Scot-- 
land.  [WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  same  answer  applies  to  those  cases,  that 
in  each  of  them  the  Act  under  which  the  bankruptcy  took  place  was 
an  aet  of  the  imperial  Parliament.  Prentice,  who  appearea  for  the 
plaintiff,  referred  to  Lewis  v.  Owen,  4  B.  &  Aid.  654  (E.  C.  L.  R  vol.  6.)] 

P^rmUieey, ^hx6 dppesTred  for  theplaintiff,.  was  not  called  on^ 

WiOHTliAN,  J;— Tire  plaiiitiff  iii  entfttled  to  our  judgments  Bfr. 
SfrowwhsA  not?  cit^* any' cas^  at  idl  lA  point  to  show  that  a  discharge 
iftider  the  iilsoW^t- laws  of  the  coloily  (d  Victoria  is*  ati  answer  to*  an 
action^  here;  brouglit'  by  atif  J^ngiisfr  subject^,  on  ^  bill  of  e^hatlge 
drawn  and  payable  in  England  only.  Smith  v.  Buchanan,  1  £a8t  6^ 
and  Phillips  v.  AUaA,  8  B.  AG*  4W (El G.  £;  A. ^11 16),  ai^' liuthort- 
ties  directly  to  the  contrary,  and,  as  observed  by  Lord  Kenyon,  0.  J., 
ia  Ae  formexf  cafie..  p.  lO,  "It  is  impossible  tb^  ^y  tliaf  a  cqiltttiet. 
made  in  one  countiy  is*  to  be  governed  by  tho^  law^  of  anothe)^.'* 

It  ia'l^e^  thai?  tlini*  cotony  of  Vicl<ma«  i3>  not^  it»  foreign*  country'  is^ 
(StB^  settd^^of  i£e  wowij  yet^itis  Ikws  dit)  tfi'e'^laWS'df  thafcoioiiy'  r«<6iA- 
cmly.-  It  might:  as  well  be'  saidtliat  tl^tf  Ik^  <jf  tliig  Statfe  of  ^  ^^^ 
ttMnfliind.  would  apply  lier&'  All  the^  oases  cited  hf  Mr:  Br&tim  ikrV"- 
CMS9  of  dischai^d  under  an^ impei4ai-  &o^  of  the  Sngiish-  j^ariiameiifl 

iiuiCtAXj^  J.--(T?lle-oniy  oth^r  Judge  pl^eseill.)    I  ifctti  of  tbe  stei©^ 
<^inion«    It  should?  be  remembw^tf  tiiat*  lieiiHerwas  this'  debt'  HoiS^ 
ttlMsted  in  Tictbria).orta  be  discharge  t&ei^>.  nor  ai^^  the  plaiil- 

tiff  oi*'  Ae  dtfendaiit  stati^  to  be-domiciled'  in*  that  colony:-  The  iW 
oU'  ^is  ^Bject^  is  laid'  db^^  in*  Stbiy;  G6t!fl:  LK^  ^  M%  Stb^  edi^ 
Havinj^stisited  in  previous  s^dtiotts  that  thb'  didchai*ge  of  a*cotitraetf 
by  the' law  of  the  place  where  it  yflis' iiiflidiB  or"  to  be  peribrined  ^fiUj- 
be  a*  discharge  everywhere,  he  ^oes  on  to  say,  ''l^he  converse  doc- 
tHxie  is  equally  Wel^e^blldli6d;<ilam^iy,  that  ^  dik^fharge'  of  a^  cdn- 
toK5t  by  the  law  of  a  plkce  wherti*t!le*c5ntVact*Wasiitot'made,  olftfe  U^ 
performed^  will  liot -  tie-  a;  di8(3biir'ge  of  it*  in  aily  other  couti try.  TKui* 
it  bas  bc^ii  held  iu*  England;  ttiat  a'  discharge  of  contract,  madethet^;^ 
imderan  insolvent' act  of  the  Statb  of  Maryland;  is  no  bartba-stlil^ 
upon  the  contract  in  the  Courtsof  Eoglartdr  Fbf  this  Be  cites  StnitH 
t.  Buchanan  1  East^6;  and' proceeds,  *'In  AWerica'tbe  sitme  doctHlie 
lias  obtained  the  fullest'  scCtK^tlOti.''  fn  addition  to  that  we  Have  tlhl 
nme  dbetrine  pretty^  dUtitictly  laid- dbwtf*  Kiid'  actlfd'on  in  PhililptHt^/ 
lllan,  8  B.  &  C.  47Y  (E  CJ  E.  B:  Vol.  15): 

Mn  Brown  has  brought  several  cases  to  our  notice,  where  se<|lieil^ 
nations,  Ac,  bave  been  field  bars  to  s&its  wherever  the  debt  or*  con « 
thhot  may  ha^e  arisen.  He  has'  not)  however;  dted  any  cftse  wher% 
tke-act-  mtder  which  tlie  disefou^  tbek  plia^  wftd  not  an'  act'*  of  tfi# 
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*8811   '^™P^'"^  'legislature :  and  I  therefore  ooaclade  no  suoh  case 

OXlStSa 

The  assertion  that,  because  the  colony  of  Victoria  has  power  to 
make  laws,  all  laws  which  it  may  make  have  power  to  bind  us  in 
^ngland,  sufficiently  refutes  itself:  it  is  enough  to  state  the  proposi- 
tion. The  law  of  Victoria  under  consideration  must  therefore  be 
treated  as  legislation  for  Victoria,  and  having  the  same  force  here  that 
the  law  of  a  foreign  country  has.  It  does  not  bind  here  in  a  case 
where  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the  defendant  is  domiciled  in  the 
colony.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 


RICHARD  JOHN  HARROD,  AppeUant,  and  FRANCIS  WOI . 
SHIP  and  BENJAMIN  FENN,  Esquires,  Justices  of  the  Peaci$ 
acting  in  and  for  the  Borough  of  GREAT  YARMOUTH,  and 
ISAAC  PRESTON,  the  younger.  Clerk  to  the  Commissioners  cf 
the  Haven  of  GREAT  YARMOUTH,  Respondents.    June  6. 

Oreat  Tarmouih  Haven  Act,  1835, «.  76. — Side  of  Haven. — Sight  of  postage. — Ohstr%  > 

tion, — Conviction, 

The  Great  Tarmonth  Haven  Act,  1835,  sect  76,  sabjeots  to  a  penalty  any  person  who  shall 
place  on  any  spaoe  of  ground  immediately  adjoining  to  the  Haren,  and  within  ten  feet  from 
high-water  mark,  any  goods,  materials,  or  articles  so  as  to  ohstmct  the  free  and  oommodievs 
passage  throngh  or  over  the  same,  or  who  shall  break  down  or  remove  any  qnay  head  or  river 
bank  next  a^oining  snob  Haven,  for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  dock,  without  making  aod 
maintaining  a  foot-bridge  over  the  same.  By  the  Great  Yarmouth  Haven  Improvement  Ae^ 
18i9,  sect  18,  the  Commissioners  of  the  Act  shall,  twice  in  the  year,  inspect  the  public  right 
oir  rights  of  way  in  and  along  both  shores  of  the  Haven,  and  shall  take  all  neeessary  proeemtiogs 
to  abate  or  remove  every  encroachment  made  on  such  right  or  rights  of  way.  Upon  appeal 
against  a  conviction  under  the  former  enactment,  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  st«ted 
that  the  appellant,  who  occupied  a  boat-buUdtng  yard  which  sloped  down  to  the  Haven,  placed 
three  boats  on  the  part  of  the  yard  immediately  a4joining  the  Haven,  and  within  the  apaee  of 
ten  feet  from  high-water  mark,  so  as  to  obstruct  the  free  and  commodious  passage  over  tho 
same.  There  was  no  public  right  of  passage  there.  Held,  by  Coekbum,  0.  J.,  Crompton  and 
QIaokbnm,  Js.,  that  a  right  of  way  was  not  given  by  sect  76  of  the  Great  Tarmouth  Haves 
Act,  1835,  and  that  the  section  only  applied  where  a  right  of  way  existed,  and  therefore  that 
the  appellant  was  not  properly  convicted :  Wightman,  J.  dissentiente,  on  the  ground  that  the 
•action  was  intended  to  secure  a  passage  free  from  obstruction  along  the  sides  of  the  Haven. 

Case  stated  under  stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  11,  upon  an  appeal  to 
the  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  borough  of  Great  Yarmouth  against  a 
conviction  of  the  appellant  by  two  justices  of  the  borough,  on  the 
12th  August,  1858.  under  The  Great  Yarmouth  Haven,  Bridge,  and 
Navigation  Act,  1835,  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  xlix.,  for  having  unlawfully 
placed  on  a  certain  space  of  ground  immediately  adjoining  to  the 
Haven  of  Great  Yarmouth,  and  within  the  space  of  ten  feet  from 
high- water  mark  certain  goods  and  articles,  to  wit,  three  iishing  ves- 
sels, so  as  to  obstruct  the  free  and  commodious  passage  through  and 
over  the  said  space  of  ground,  contrary  to  the  said  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment. 

., /\The  oonyicticin  took  place  under  the  76th  section  of  the  Great 
itarmouth  Haven,  Bridge,  and  Navigation  Act,  1835,  by  w^hich  it  is, 
gXAongst  other  things,  enacted  that,  if  any  person  shall  place  on  any 
space  of  ground  immediately  adjoining  to  the  Haven  or  Great  Yar< 
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moath,  and  iwithin  the  space  of  ten  feet  from  high- water  mark,  any 
goods  or  articles  whatsoever,  so  as  to  obstruct  uie  free  and  commo- 
dions  passage  over  the  same,  every  person  so  offending  shall  forfeit 
any  sum  not  exceeding  51,  for  every  such  offence. 

''The  appellant  is  a  boat  builderi  and  occupies  a  boat  building  yard 
in  South  Town,  within  the  said  borough,  on  tne  west  side  of  the  river 
Yare,  between  the  bridge  over  the  Yare  at  Great  Yarmouth  and  the 
point  of  confluence  of  the  Yare  and  Bure  hereinafter  mentioned. 
The  yard  in  front  comes  down  to  the  river,  and  at  the  back  opens 
into  a  public  road  called  the  Lime  Kiln  *Boad.  [A  plan  was  r«oQQ 
referred  to  in  which  the  road  was  laid  down.]  There  is  no  '■ 
fence  either  at  the  front  or  the  back  of  the  yard ;  and  it  slopes  to  the 
river  so  that  the  tide  flows  up,  and  boats  and  fishing  vessels  built  or 
repaired  there  can  be  launched  into  or  hauled  up  from  the  river. 
Previous  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  conviction  three  fishing  vessels 
were  lying  in  the  yard  on  the  part  immediately  adjoining  the  river, 
and  within  the  space  of  ten  feet  from  high- water  mark,  bein^  the  space 
of  ground  mentioned  in  the  conviction.  It  was  admitted  that  they 
had  been  placed  there  by  the  appellant ;  and  that  they  obstructed  the 
free  and  commodious  passage  over  the  said  space  of  ground. 

"The  river  forming  the  Haven  is  called  the  Yare,  flowing  from  the 
city  of  Norwich  through  the  town  of  Yarmouth  to  the  sea.  Part  of 
this  river  above  the  town  is  called  the  Breydon  Water.  The  Waveney 
&11s  into  the  Breydon  Water  about  four  miles  from,  and  the  Bure 
into  the  Yare  close  by,  the  town.  A  bridge  crosses  the  river  about 
the  middle  of  the  town,  connecting  the  two  counties  of  Norfolk  and 
Suffolk.  The  place  in  question  is  on  the  west  side  of  the  river  to  the' 
northward  of  the  bridge,  and  before  coming  to  Breydon  Water.  The' 
town  for  nearly  two  miles  lies  on  the  east  side  of  the  river,  and  was 
formerly  walled  in  next  the  sea,  and  was  the  old  town.  On  this  side 
only  vessels  coming  from  the  sea  were  accustomed  to  moor  and  to 
take  in  and  discharge  their  cargoes,  and  on  that  side  there  are  ware- 
houses built  to  the  edge  of  the  quay.  The  land  on  the  west  side  of 
the  river  was  formerly  marsh  land,  but  warehouses  and  other  build- 
ings  have  been  built  upon  it  (many  of  them  during  the  last  thirty 
years),  northward  from  the  bridge,  and  some  of  the  land  is  used  as 
docks  to  a  place  called  Lady's  Haven,  and  ^vessels  deliver  and  r«ooA 
take  in  goods  at  such  warehouses ;  and  vessels  are  hauled  up  ^ 
and  launched  at  the  docks  passing  through  the  bridge,  which  is  an 
opening  bridge.  There  are  wharves,  or,  as  they  are  called,  quay- 
heads  in  front  of  these  warehouses  and  buildings,  leaving  a  space  of, 
about  ten  feet  between  them  and  the  edge  of  the  wharves  next  the 
nver,  the  ground  in  front  of  the  docks  sloping  to  the  river  for  the 
purpose  of  launching  and  hauling  up  vessels ;  the  tide  flowing  up  a 
greater  space  than  ten  feet  from  tne  front  of  the  docks.  The  river, 
after  leaving  the  town,  flows  for  more  than  a  mile  before  falling  into 
the  sea.''  [The  case  then  stated  that,  the  Act  of  Parliament  not  de- 
fining the  Haven,  the  respondents,  to  prove  the  place  in  question  to 
be  in  the  Haven,  relied  upon  the  language  of  several  sections  of  the 
act,  particularly  sects.  8,  28,  29,  80,  85,  66,  73,  77,  and  98,  and  gave 
certain  evidence.  The  case  set  out  this  evidence  and  the  evidence  upon 
which  the  appellant  relied,  and  upon  which  tl^e  Court  was  to  draw 
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the  infbrenoe  whetiijer  thie  plac^  in  qiiestion  was  ia  the  H^yen»  s^d 
whether  there,  was  a  right  of  pi^ssage  over  the  locua  in  quo.] 

It  wa3  %reecl  betwe<B9  the  parties,  and  directed  b j  the  arbitrator, 
who  had  stated  the  case  (among  other  thing^,  that  all  Acts  relating 
tp  the  said  Haven,  bridge,  and  pier9,(a)  shcmld  form  part  of  the  case. 
And  the  Court  was  to  be  at  libertjr  to  draw  such  inferences  from  the 
evidence  stated  a3  the  Quarter  Ses^oos  might  have  drawn. 
tQQRi  *The  question  foy  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  What  judg- 
4  ment  should  be  given  on  tlie  said  appeal  7 

Upon  th0  case  coming  cm  for  argument  in  Michaelmas  Term,  1860, 
November  14th,  the  case  W9fi  referred  back  to  the  arbitrator  to  find 
whether,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  The  Great  Yarmouth  Haven 
Bridge  and  Navigation  Act;,  1835,  there  was  ^  public  right  of  passage 
over  the  locuis  in  quo ;  andi  he  haying  fou^d  in  the  negative^  the  case 
was  now  argued  by 

Couch,  in  support  of  the  cpuviction, — The.  loqus  in  quo  is  a  space 
qi  ground  immediately  a^joinii^  the  Haven  of  Great  Yarmouth 
mQQfii  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  76(i)  of  ♦The  Great  Yarmouth 
^^^J  Haven,  Bridge,  a,nd  Navigation  Act,  1835,  5  &  6  W.  4,  c,  xhx. 
It  is  not  contended  that  sect.  76  gives  a  public  right  of  way  or  pa3&- 
^e  where  npQe  previously  existed ;  but  that  section,  taken  in  connec- 
tion with  thet  previous  Ac^  39  4  40  G.  3.  c.  iv.,  shows  that  it  was 
intended  to  reserve  a  sp2^»  of  (ei^  feet  by  the  side  of  the  river  or 

(a)  The  first  of- tbo  aboTO-mentioned  Acts  wbieb  aeeompanied  tbo-oase  was  tbe  20  0.  2,  e. 
40,  "  An  Act  to  rerive,  eontinue,  an4  amend  an  Act  mad«  in  tbe  9tb  jear  of  tbe  rei^a  of  bis 
late  yLa^pity  King  George  I;,  intitvlsd '  An  A^t  for  olearing,  deptbeniog,  ropairing,  eztaDdiof, 
ilM^int^ining  and  improving  tba  9a^ea  and  Plm  of  Qnat.  Tarmontb ;  aind  for  deptbeniog  aad 
i^ilkiag  more  navigable  tbe  several  rivers  emp^ing  tbemseWes  at  tbe  said  Town ;' "  Aa  Tk< 
next  of  tbe  aboye-montioned  Act^  was  23  Q.  2,  c.  6,  Tbe  tjtle  of  it  was  simUar  to  tbat  of  9  0. 
y,  c.  10.    Several  otber  Acts  are  referred  to  in  tbe  argnment  and  jadgmeats. 

{b)  Bj  sUt^  6  A  6  W.  4,  0.  j^x.,  "  An  Aot  for  improving  tbe  Haven  of  Qivai  Tarmevtb  in 
the  conntj  of  Norfolk,  and  the  sefesal  ritessoonnfotedtberewitb,"  Aa,  it  is  enaeted : 

Soot  76..  **  That,  if  any  person  shall  set,  place,  or  laj  on  anjf  qnay,  wharf,  or  landing-plaoa 
ifitbin  tan  feet  of  tbe  quay  bead,  or  on  %ny  space  of  ground  immediatelj  a^oining  to  tbe  said 
Haven,  and  within  tbe  space  of  ten  feet  from  bigh-watsr  mark,  apj  goods,  materials,  or  artiel« 
whatsoever,  so  as  to  obstmet  th9.  free  an(|  commodions  passage  through  or  over  the  tame;  os 
If  an/.  persoA  •bail  break  dqw^  or  remove  anj.  qn^i  h^  or  ri?er  bank  next  acyoinlng  seek 
Haven  for  tbe  purpose  of  forming  any  d<^k  for  the  hauling  iip  or  launching  any  vessel,  or  uy 
timber  or  mMerial,  without  making  and  maintaining  a  footway,  bridge,  or  passage  over  the  same, 
Ifl  consist  of  planks  together  not  less  than  six  feet  in  width,  and  guarded  by  a  rail  next  tbs 
river,  so  as  to  be  a  safe  and  oonveaient  passage,  for  foot  passengers  along  and  by.  the  side  of  lbs 
s|Md  river  banks,  erer^  persoa  so  olfeading  shall  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  not  exceeding  S/.  fet 
Mery  such  offence." 

SeeU  77..  "  Provided  always  and  he  It  Ihrther  enacted^  that  if  any  person  shall  empty  or  lay 
any  ballasti  stones,  dust,  ashes,  manure,  filth,  earth,  or  other  rubbish  into  the  said  Haven,  or 
OB  any  of  the  piem,  wharfs,  or  quays  belonging  to  tbe  said  Haven  or  borough  (except  in  placet 
to  be  appointed  for  that  purpose),  or  shall,,  withoql  tbe  permission  or  oontraiy  to  the  diiecHoa 
of  the.  said  pi«r  master  or  harbour  master,  withii)  thpir  respective  limits,  place  or  lay  on  say 
publie  quay,  wharf,  or  laoding-place  adjoining  to  the  said  Haven,  any  goods  or  articles  wbst- 
soever,  and  shall  suffer  tbe  same  to  remain  on  such  quay,  wharf,  or  landing-place  for  a  longer 
apace  of  time  than  three  days,  or  shall  naglect  or  reflise  after  the  expiration  of  such  three  daya 
and  after  notice  given  by  the  pier  master  or  harbour  master,  o^  tbeir  reapeetive  deputies  tt 
«iQmoTe  any  such  goods  or  articles,  then  i|nd  ip  every  suph  cas^  such  person  shall  forfeit  sad 
pay  a.  sum  not  exceeding  10/  ;  and  the  pier  master  or  harbour  master,  or  their  respeetivt 
deputies,  is  and  are  hereby  respeetiveljr  authorised,  upon  any  neglect  or  refusal  to  remove  say 
ehstraction  as  aforesaid,  to  eansethe  same  to  be  lemoyed;  and  the  expense  of  such  rMBovsl 
^llfU  ha-  borne  a^d.  paid  hy  tlie  <»t|UNyM  thar«of  in  (he  manner  hereinbefore  directed  in  eases  ef 
W^arip^  Tcssels  b/.  the  h^biuir  m0^  vr  p.i«r  ^af  t^,  or,  their  respective  deputies" 
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HftTen  frea  ftom  obBtntotioB  ibr  iIm  pvrpoaea  of  ilie  Ii%¥m  and  navi- 
g»ti<«  as fbr towing yesflria bafera alaamtnga  weie  introduced.  Tbe 
word  '^pasaago"  doea  not  neeessarilT  implj  a  pubKc  right  of  way. 
Sect  77  provides  for  tfaa  peoMyral  of  obstmotioaa  on  public  qaaya, 
wliarfs,  and  landing^plaeei^  and  therefore  sect.  76  mast-  have  had  a 
cRlferent  object,  and  is  not  limited  to  spaces  of  ground  aver  which 
there  is  a  right  of  way ;  bat  is  intended  to  appi j  to  aU  the  tand  ad- 
joining the  Haven.  He  also  referred  to  seot  1^  of  stat.  dd  &  40  O. 
3,  c.  iv^a) 

^Bnhoer,  9&f  the  appellant. — ^The  loous  in  quo  is  private  pro-   p*qq7 
perty*  and  not  sntijeet  to  the  operation  of  sect.  76  of  stat.  5  &  '^ 
e  W.  4,  e.  xlix.    He  cited  Stracer  i^.  Nelson.  12  M.  k  W.  5S5.t 
[WiOHTMAN,  J.,  referred  ta  sect.  18*of  stat.  \%  &  IS  Yict.  o.  xlviiij(&)} 

OocKBUBK,  O.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction  oannot  be 
sustained.  I  adhere  to  the  ooinion  which  we  intimated  when  the  ease 
waa  before  ds  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  namdty,  that  sect.  19  oi  stat. 
5  fr  3  W.  4,  a  xlix..  does  not  create  any  right  of  nassaga  where  nen^ 
existed  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  'the  Act;  Tne  offence  of  whidk 
the  appellant  has  been  convicted  is  that  of  placing  aiateriala  within 
tea  feet  of  the  Haven  of  Great  Yarmouth,  so  as  ta  obstriiet  the  free 
and  eomnK>dioiis  passage  throngh  and  over  the  same^  In  fiact  these 
was  not,  at  tbe  time  of  the  passing*  of  the  Aet»  any  right,  of  passages 
for  tbe  pnblie  over  it:  therefore,  unless  the  Act  cve^ied  the  nghl^. 
the  appellant  could  not  be  convicted  of  an  obstruction  ol  ijt  wiwoi 
seet  76. 

*It  is  argued  that  the  effect  of  sect.  76  is  to  give  a  right  of  Moog. 
psssage  aver  the  spaoe  in  question  for  using  the  Haven;  and  ^ 
that  sect.  18  of  stat.  13  &  IS  Vict,  a  xlviii.,  by  which  the  Oommia^ 
sioners  of  the  Act  are  authorized  and  required  to  inspect  the  pnibKe 
rights  of  way  in  and  along  the  shores  of  the  Haven,  and  are  required 
to  take  prooeedingsta  abate  or  remove  encroachments. on  such  rights;, 
oc'Bilrms  that  constmction.  But  it  is  a  canon  of  eoastruction  of  Acts 
vi  Parliament  that  the  rights  of  individuals  are  not  inteffered  with 
aulesa  there  is  an  express  enactment  to  that  effect,  and  oompensationi 

(«)  By  stmt.  39  A  40  O.  S,  o.  It  ,  **An  Kei  fbv  oonttnalng,  for  •  flirtbar  torn  of  twcatj-ono; 
jtu»,  sad  from  thfiveo  to  the  end  of  Ibo  kbon  aozt  sMtion  of  Pasllaoienty  Iko  tifa»  of  two>  Aeta^ 
OM  Mftdo  io  tbo  iweiSdk  ftod  tih«  othor  i^t  Ihi  ti««B<g^-flnit  jea«  of  ttft  m\gn  9t  hit  fnamt 
yUjntj  fo9  etovioj^  4eptibeDiagy  repaifiiif^  maialaiiiiBg^,  aaii  iiiif>vo¥ing  Uo  Hmwa  mi4  Piirn 
of  GroAt  Xanaoath;  aad  for  deptheniiif  and  makiiig  more  lutyiQable  tbo  lOTend  fivofs  Ofliptjp- 
iog  taoBSolTos  into  tho  said  Haren,"  Ae.^  it  Is  opaotod : 

•sot.  13.  *^  That  if  any  porsoQ  or  pofvona  abaU  tbrow  or  eaipty  m^  tanast,  aMtk»  aak^ 
mbhiab,  or  sionea  into  tba  said  Haaoo^  ov  tbaU'  lajt  anj^  baUaat,  eartl^  saiid*  mbblab»  ot  atonesi 
«B  tbe  vast  side  of  tbo.  said  HaT«n»  wltbin  to»  feat  of  tbo  qaagr  bead  or  rivar  baiaki^  Ibr  wy 
pvpoae  wbalaoarar  (sara  asd  azcapt  for  tba  purpose  of  making  or  repaiHna  ^ny  <|mya  or 
laaksy  and  daring  sncb  tima  on^  as  snob  qaaya  or  banks  sball  bo  making  ox  rapahiiig),  and 
«baQ  saSar  tbe  same  to  lie  tbora  ibr  tba  spaoe  of  twenty^four  boars^  OTory  s«sb  peivoa  aad 
fSMss  sbatt»  for  avasy  snob  offeno^  fbcflbtt  and  pi^  any  snm  not  axeaadlQa  K,  nor  lata  tban, 

^,Bj  aftal  U  ^  )3  Yiot  o.  slTiil^  **  An.  Aot  for  tba  improTamant  of  tha  IkTen  Brl%a^.  and 
Bai%j;atioB  of  Otaat  Tarmontb,  in  tba  oonn^  of  Norfolk/'  it  it  anaetad : 

0^bL  18L  "  Tbat  tba  aaid  Commtaalonan  of  tkls  Aot  ara  bacaby  antboriaad  aad  la^idrad;. 
aMift  aft  kaaat  ia  arary  year,  to  inapeat  or  oanaa  to  be  itttpaotad,  tba  pi^^o  rigbt  or  HgMi  el 
«af  In  aad  along  botb  sboraa  of  tlie  Haraa^  and  vpoH  to  tbe  said  IfOrd  Bigb.  Admiral^  or  tb« 
mH  CeoemtuieattBB  fof  exconting  tbe,  ofloe  of  Lord  Higb  Admiral,,  erary  ancroaabmaal  mads^ 
aBktaab  r^tor  rights  of  amy ;  and  tbe  Oommisslonara  of  tbis  Aet  sball  and  tiiey  ala^  bacaby 
i»  take  tii  aeeessary  proeaedlsgs  to  abatr or ramare  avei;y  sneb  sgnfoasbwaal^ 
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is  given  to  them.  And  it  would  militate  against  that  canon,  and  seii 
ously  interfere  with  private  rights,  if  we  held  that  the  enactment  in 
sect.  76  carried  into  it,  by  implication,  a  right  by  the  public  to  pass 
over  the  space  in  question.  I  think  the  legislature  meant  that  both 
sect.  76  of  Stat.  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  xlix.,  and  sect.  18  of  stat  12  &  13  Yici. 
c.  xlviii.  should  be  applied  to  those  places  where  a  public  right  of  way 
already  existed,  and  not  where,  previously,  there  was  no  xight  of  way. 
The  effect  of  not  so  limiting  the  application  of  those  enactments  would 
be  that,  whereas  there  are  many  private  grounds  along  the  shore  of 
the  Haven,  a  right  would  be  given  by  implication  to  the  public  to 
interfere  with  and  remove  private  walls  and  pass  over  private  pro- 
perty ;  which  could  not  be  intended  without  compensation.  There- 
fore, I  am  of  opinion  that  sect.  76  of  stat.  6  dc  6  W.  4,  c.  xlix.,  must 
be  limited  to  the  cases  in  which  a  right  of  passage  has  been  ei\joyed 
by  the  public. 

WiaHTMAN,  J. — I  regret  that  I  cannot  come  to  the  same  conclu- 
sion.   It  seems  to  me  that  the  words  of  the  76th  section  of  stat.  5  k 

*S891  ®  ^'  *'  ^'  ^^^^*>  ^^®  ^^  strong  ♦to  admit  of  the  constrnction 
•'  which  my  Lord  has  put  upon  them,  in  which  I  believe  he  will 
be  followed  by  the  rest  of  the  Court.  [His  Lordship  read  the  section.] 
The  section  says  nothing  about  obstructing  a  right  of  way ;  but  it 
prohibits,  under  the  penalty  of  5!.,  any  person  placing  any  gooda^ 
materials,  or  articles  whatsoever  upon  the  ground  immediately  ad- 
joining the  Haven  "  so  as  to  obstruct  the  free  and  commodious  pass- 
age through  or  over  the  same.''  Whoever  may  have  a  right  to  go 
over  the  adjoining  land,  and  for  whatever  purpose,  and  however  thai 
right  may  arise,  is  to  have  a  free  passage  by  the  terms  of  the  section, 
which  provides  that  a  clear  space  of  ten  feet  is  to  be  left.  The  words 
are  very  strong,  and  it  is,  I  think,  very  difficult  to  get  over  them.  I 
adnxit  that  there  may  be  a  difficultv  as  to  their  conferring  upon  the 
public  a  right  of  way  over  the  land,  and  I  do  not  know  to  what  ex-  . 
tent  such  a  right  may  be  given,  or  whether  it  is  given  at  all ;  nor  do 
I  know  that  there  was  any  reason  for  the  enactment,  except  that,  for 
the  general  purposes  of  the  Haven,  it  was  considered  expedient  to 
Jceep  a  space  clear  at  the  side  of  it ;  but  the  obstruction  is  prohibited 
in  express  terms.  The  latter  part  of  the  section  seems  not  to  be  un- 
important; it  imposes  an  equal  penalty  on  any  person  who  shall 
make  a  cut  in  his  land  adjoining  the  Haven,  without  leaving  a  bridge 
of  the  width  expressed  ''  so  as  to  be  a  safe  and  convenient  passage 
for  foot  passengers."  It  may  be  that  the  Legislature  considered  that 
it  was  important  that  a  free  passage  should  be  maintained  all  round 
the  Haven,  and  that  any  infrmgement  of  private  rights  in  lands,  &c^ 
adjbining  the  Haven,  would  be  compensated  to  them  by  the  benefits 
they,  as  well  as  the  public,  would  derive  from  the  improvement  of 
««lQrtl  ^^^  Haven.  Former  Acts  for  repairing,  *improving,  and  main- 
^^"J  taining  the  Haven,  the  20  G.  2,  c.  40,  and  28  G.  2,  c.  6,  contain 
a  recital  of  the  importance  of  the  borough  of  Great  Yarmouth  and 
its  Haven :  the  preamble  of  the  latter  states  its  object  to  be  '*  for  pre- 
serving to  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  borough,  and  of  the  adjacent 
counties,  the  benefit  of  the  said  Haven  and  piers ;  and  to  the  end  that 
the  said  Haven,  which  is  of  so  great  importance  to  the  trade  of  these 
kingdoms  in  general,  may  be  cleared  and  depthened,  and  the  said 
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piers  repaired,  extended,  altered,  improyed,  and  maintained,"  &c. 
Several  Acts,  in  furtherance  of  this  object,  follow ;  and  then,  by  the 
18th  section  of  stat.  12  &  18  Vict,  a  xlviii.,  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Act  are  authorized  and  required  to  inspect  '*  the  public  right  or  rights 
of  way  in  and  along  both  shores  of  the  Haven,  and  report  to  the  Lord 
High  Admiral  *  ♦  ♦  every  encroachment  made  on  such  right  or  rights 
of  way."  And  they  are  required  "  to  take  all  necessary  proceedings 
to  abate  or  remove  every  such  encroachment."  This  seems  to  sup- 
pose that  there  are*  rights  of  way- along  *  both  sides  of  the  Haven. 
Looking  at  the  express  terms  ana  apparent  intention  of  the  Acts,  I 
find  it  difficult  to  come  to  any  other  conclusion  than  that  a  person  who 
places  materials  within  the  prohibited  space  forfeits  the  penalty  in 
section  18 ;  and  therefore  that  the  appellant  was  properly  convicted. 

Cbomfton,  J. — My  mind  has  fluctuated  during  the  argument.  At 
one  time  I  thought  that  the  prohibition  in  sect.  76  of  stat.  5  &  6  W. 
4,  c.  xlix.,  extended  to  the  case  of  an  owner  of  property  adjoining  the 
Haven ;  but,  on  full  consideration,  I  think  that  the  bstter  construc- 
tion is  that  contended  for  by  Mr.  Bulwer.  The  other  construction  is 
an  interference  with  private  rights  without  any  compensation  to  indi- 
vidaal  owners ;  and  *we  ought  to  see  clearly  that  such  was  the  r«Q  ai 
intention  of  the  Legislature  before  we  adopt  that  construction.  I- 
I  cannot  see  that  the  statute  gives  a  public  right  of  passage  of  ten 
feet  width  all  round  the  Haven.  The  nature  of  the  property  on  the 
ride  (^  the  Haven  is  such  that,  in  some  parts,  vards  and  buildings 
come  down  to  the  water ;  and  it  would  be  a  harsh  construction  of  the 
enactment  to  sav  that  ten  feet  adjoining  the  Haven  are  taken  from 
the  owners  ana  given  to  the  public  without  compensation  to  the 
owners.  The  construction  contended  for  by  Mr.  Bulwer  makes  the 
Legislature  say :  "  Whereas  there  are  existing  rights  of  way  on  the 
side  of  the  Haven,  we  will  take  care  that  they  are  protected,  and  that 
an  obstruction  of  them  shall  be  removed."  The  words  are,  if  any 
person  shall  place  any  articles  "  so  as  to  obstruct  the  free  and  com- 
modious passage  through  or  over  the  same,"  which  must  be  construed 
"lawful  passage,"  that  is,  a  passage  which  exists  over  the  same.  In 
this  particular  spot  there  would  be  no  obstruction  of  such  a  passage, 
because  it  is  hardly  contended  that  a  right  of  way  is  given  by  sect. 
76.  So,  also,  as  to  footways  in  the  latter  part  of  the  section.  I  think 
the  owner  is  to  make  and  maintain  a  bridge  over  the  cut  which  he 
has  made  into  the  Haven  only  where  there  is  a  right  of  way.  The 
same  observation  applies  to  sect.  18  of  stat.  12  k  18  Vict.  c.  xlviii. 
It  is  aot  said  that  there  is  one  line  of  way  all  round  the  harbour ; 
but  the  section  takes  for  granted  that  there  are  rights  of  wav  along 
both  shores  of  the  Haven,  though  perhaps  not  continuous,  ana  enacts 
that  those  rights  are  not  to  be  interfered  with.  I  am  of  opinion  that 
this  conviction  ought  to  be  quashed;  but  of  course  our  judgment  will 
not  affect  other  parts  of  the  harbour  where  a  public  right  of  passage 
exists. 

•Blackbitrn,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that,  on  the  true  construe-   p  ogo 
lion  of  sect.  76  of  stat.  6  &  6  W.  4,  c.  xlix.,  thd  appellant   •• 
onght  not  to  have  been  convicted.    It  is  important  that  there  should 
be  rights  of  passage  along  the  sides  of  this  ancient  Haven,  and  it  is 
rery  likely  that  there  should  be,  though  not  on  every  part.    Taking 
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MCt.  TV  by  ilaelf,  the  firffc  part  of  it  Inul  be  MiMnied  by  llie  rmp^m^ 
eats  eitlier  as  declaring  that  there  id  and  Bhall  be  a  free  and  eomiBO- 
dioos  passage  all  round  the  Hareci,  Ihat  is,  giviog  the  right  -aaA 
imposing  a  penalty  for  obstructing  it,  aooording  to  which  <)oastractioii 
the  Motion  takes  away  a  private  right  without  giving  compensation ; 
or,  if  it  does  not  give  a  free  and  commodious  passage,  it  mnsa  be 
construed  as  enacting  that  the  space  is  to  be  kept  of^ea  though  no 
person  could  use  it,  atid  though  tnere  Was  no  right  of  way  at  the  ttms 
of  the  passing  of  the  Act.  So»  also,  as  to  the  second  part  of  the  seo 
tioU)  which  eubfeots  to  a  penalty  any  person  who  forms  a  dock  oi 
the  side  of  the  Haven  wiuiout  making  and  maintaining  a  footway* 
bridge  over  it,  we  cannot  suppose  that  the  Legislature  would  order  a 
safe  foot-bridge  to  be  made  and  maintained  unless  foot  passengers  hid 
a  right  to  go  there ;  mA^  if  they  had  it  not,  the  respondents  must 
contend  thM  the  LegiriiUiure  gave  it.  But  I  agree  wiUi  the  Lord 
Chief  Justioe  and  my  brother  Crompton,  that  we  should  not  coastrut 
thiU  section  8o  as  to  interfere  with  private  rights.  The  words  of  that 
section,  if  literally  read^  bear  the  oonst^uction  put  upon  them  by  my 
brother  Wightman,  but  that  would  subject  a  person  to  a  penalty  kt 
doing  an  act  upon  his  own  land,  I  think  we  must  construe  the  sec^* 
tion  as  imposing  a  penalty  for  doing  an  act  of  obstruction  at  thosi 
*3931  E}^^^^^  where  a  puolic  right  exists^  Sect  18  of  *stat.  IS  k  IS 
-I  Vict.  c.  xlviii.  only  supposes  that  tfa^is  are  public  rights  of  way 
along  parts  of  both  sides  of  die  Haven,  and  directs  the  Coinniissionen 
to  look  i^ier  tinem,  and  enforce  tiiem.  Oonvicti(»i  quashed. 


TWEDDLE  V.  ATKINSON,  Executor  of  GUY,  deceased.    June  7. 

AgnmmL — CcnMemliiM,^^lfkat  rdatiamkip. — AMm. 

t^M^^nlAwk  tUlad  thii,  to  eontlderiktSMi  «f  ma  hit4li4ea  Mrriag*  beiwvta  ta«  pl^aiUff  tal 
ih%  tf»afat«r  of  W.  O^  W.  T.,  Ite  t^tim  <yf  dit  platatiff,  tad  W.  O.  Tviially  promimA  to  |in 
ttoir  ehiklrM  BanrUigo  portiou ;  ftod  that  «Am-  tlie  aMrriage  W.  O.  tad  W«  T^  m  a  w»d»  tf 
givinf  aflaet  to  tboir  •aid  Torbal  promisoa,  onief^d  Into  a  written  afnement,  Vy  which  it  wal 
iBtttaallj  agreed  tiiat  tiiey  •hoofd  paj'the  svmt  of  lOOf.  and  lOOf.  respectively  to  the  ptaiatil^ 
and  that  Ihe  plaintiff  shoald  have  Ml  power  to  ««e  for  the  taae  in  any  Oonrt  ef  law  or  eqvity. 
Bfe«4i :  non-pnxweat  of  Ihe  10t{.  hf  W.  Q^  ot  t>j  th^  defhndsnt,  his  exeeator :  Held,  on  denvrm^ 
that  the  aetion  was  not  nuiintainaUe,  notwithstanding  the  near  relationship  of  Ihe  plaiatiff  tt 
the  party  from  whom  the  eonsideration  moTod. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  son  of  John  Twed- 
die,  deceased,  and  before  the  making  of  the  agreement  hereafter  men- 
tioned, married  the  daughter  of  William  Guy,  deceased;  and  before 
the  said  marriage  of  the  plaintiff  the  said  William  Guy,  in  oonsidera- 
tion  of  the  then  intended  marriage,  promised  the  plaintiff  to  give  to 
his  said  daughter  a  marriage  portion,  but  the  said  promise  was  verbal, 
and  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  agreement  had  not  bees 
performed ;  and  before  the  said  marriage  the  said  John  Tweddk,  ia 
consideration  cf  the  said  intended  marriage,  also  verbally  promised 
to  give  the  plaintiff  a  marriage  portion,  whioh  promise  at  the  time 
of  tbs  making  of  the  said  agreement  had  not  been  performed.  It 
«<iOi.1  ^^^^  aUeged  that  after  the  marriage  and  .*in  the  lifi^me  of  tbe 
^^^J  said  William  Guy,  and  of  the  said  John  Twaddle,  tittjy,  the 


Aid  William  Guy  and  ^oliti  l^wlkldle,  eiitbi^iig  into  the  agteehietit 
hiM^eafter  mentioned  as  u  tnode  of  jiving  ^fiect  tb  their  said  verbal 
ptomises;  and  the  said  William  Gtxjr  also  entering  ibto  the  daid 
agreement  in  ord^r  to  provide  for  his  Said  daughter  a  marriage  por- 
tion, and  to  procure  a  turthBr  protision  to  be  made  by  the  sliid  Johli 
Tvreddle,  by  means  of  the  said  agresement,  for  his  daid  dietugfater,  and  . 
acting  for  the  benefit  of  his  said  daught^ ;  and  the  i^id  John  Ti\r^- 
dle  a&o  entering  into  the  said  agreement  in  brder  to  provide  for  tht 
plaintiff  a  marriage  fx^rtion,  and  to  pl^Riute  a  fiirthet  provision  to  be 
made  by  the  said  William  "Guy,  by  means  t>f  the  said  agreemeht,  for 
the  plaintiff  and  aidting  for  the  benefit  of  th^  plaintiff;  thiey  thte  «ard 
William  Guy  and  John  Tweddle  made  atid  ^etitered  into  nh  agJreemertt 
in  writing  in  the  words  following,  that  is  to  say : 

"fiigh  Conisciiffe,  July  11th,  1866. 

*'  Memorandum  of  nn  i^eement  made  this  day  between  William 
Guy,  of,  Ac.,  of  the  one  part,  and  John  I'weddle,  of,  &c.,  of  the  other 
part.  Whereas  it  is  mutually  agreed  that  the  said  William  Qnf 
shall  and  will  pay  the  sura  of  2001  to  William  Tweddle,  his  soh-in- 
law;  and  the  said  John  I'weddle,  father  to  the  aforesaid  William 
Tweddle;  shall  and  will  pay  the  sum  of  lOOi.  to  the  said  William 
Tweddle.  each  and  severally  the  said  sums  on  or  before  the  21st  day 
of  August,  1855*  And  it  is  hereby  further  agreed  by  the  aforesaid 
William  Guy  and  the  said  John  Tweddle  that  the  said  William. 
Tweddle  has  full  power  to  sue  tbe  said  parties  in  any  Court  of  law 
or  equity  for  the  aforesaid  suras  hereby  promised  and  specified^" 

^'*  And  the  plaintiff  says  that  afterwaras  and  befot*e  this  suit  r»Ang 
he  and  his  said  wife«  who  is  still  living,  ratified  and  assented  ^ 
to  the  said  agreement,  and  that  he  is  the  William  Tweddle  thereift 
mentioned.  And  the  plaintiff  says  that  the  said  jSlst  day  of  August^ 
A.  D.  1865,  elapsed,  and  all  thin^  have  been  done  and  happened 
necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  have  the  said  sum  of  200^.  paid  by . 
the  said  William  Guy  or  his  executor:  yet  neither  the  said  William 
Gay  nor  his  executor  has  paid  the  same,  and  the  same  is  in  arrear 
and  unpaid,  contrary  to  the  said  agreement.'^ 

Demurrer  and  joinder  therein. 

Edward  James,  for  the  defenda^t-^The  plainli^is  ii  slhaftgei'  to  th^ 
agteement  and  to  the  consideration  ^s  stated  in  thid  declbfatibu,  a&d 
tb^vfore  cannot  sue  upon  the  contract.  It  is  now  settled  that  a^ 
action  for  breach  of  contract  must  be  bro^lght  by  the  peihson  from 
whom  the  considemtiou  moved  \  Prit^  t;.  Ek^Mi,  4  B.  ik  Ad.  488  (S.  • 
C.  L.  B.  vol.  24.    (He  wlas  theti  stopped.) 

MelUMk,  for  the  plaintiff. — Admittitig  the  geti^ral  rule  as  stated  by 
the  other  side,  there  is  ah  exception  iil  the  case  bf  contfttcts  made  hf 
parents  for  the  purpose  of  pi*6vidifig  fbr  their  childish.  Ih  Duttok 
and  Wife  u.  Poole»  S  Lev.  210,  1  Yenir.  618,(a)  Affirm^  in  the  Eit- 
chequer  Chiambet*,  a  tenant  in  fee  isimple  beiAg  about  to  c^ut  down 
timber  to  raise  a  portion  for  his  daUghtef*,  the  d^etidaht,  his  heir  HI 
Itw,  in  consideration  of  his  forbearibg  tb  fell  it,  pfobii^  the  &thi^ 
to  pay  a  sum  of  moniBy  to  the  ^daughter,  tad  ko,  tuition  of  r^ioA 
assompsit  by  the  ditughtei*  Md  het  husbatid  #as  hirid  lo  be  '• 

(a)  Afthned  btt  mo'r  ib  Uiti  Kzeb.  tB.,  t.  Kh^.  Ml, 
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well  brought.  [Wiohtman,  J, — ^In  that  case  the  promise  was  made 
before  marriage.  In  this  case  the  promise  is  post  nuptial,  and  the 
whole  consideration  on  both  sides  is  between  the  two  fiithers.]  The 
natural  relationship  between  the  father  and  the  son  constituted  the 
fiither  an  agent  for  the  son,  in  whose  behalf  and  for  whose  benefit 
the  contract  was  made,  and  therefore  the  latter  may  maintain  an  action 
upon  it.  [Crompton,  J. — ^Is  the  son  so  far  a  partj  to  the  contract 
that  he  may  be  sued  as  well  as  sue  upon  it  ?  Where  a  consideration 
is  required  there  must  be  mutuality.  ' Wiqhtkan,  J. — ^This  contract, 
00  far  as  the  son  is  concerned,  is  one  sided.]  The  object  of  the  con- 
tract, which  was  that  the  children  should  be  provided  for,  will  be 
accomplished  if  this  action  is  maintainable :  whereas  if  the  right  of 
action  remains  in  the  father  it  will  be  defeated,  because  the  damages 
recovered  in  that  action  will  be  his  assets.  [Crompton,  J. — ^Your 
argument  will  lead  to  this,  that  the  son  might  bring  an  action  against 
the  father  on  the  ground  of  natural  love  and  affection.]  In  Bourne 
V.  Mason,  1  Yentr.  6,  two  cases  are  cited  which  support  this  action. 
In  Sprat  v.  Agar,  in  the  King's  Bench  in  1658,  one  promised  the 
father  that,  in  consideration  that  he  would  give  his  daughter  in  mar- 
riage with  his  son,  he  would  settle  so  much  land ;  after  the  marriage 
the  son  brought  an  action,  and  it  was  held  maintainable.  The  othet 
was  the  case  of  a  promise  to  a  physician  that  if  he  did  such  a  cure 
he  would  give  such  a  sum  of  money  to  himself  and  another  to  his 
daughter,  and  it  was  resolved  the  daughter  might  bring  assumpsit, 
♦S971  "Which  cases,"  says  the  report,  "the  Court  agreed;"  •and 
-'  the  reason  assigned  as  to  the  latter  is,  "  the  nearness  of  the 
relation  gives  the  daughter  the  benefit  of  the  consideration  performed 
by  her  &ther."  There  is  no  modern  case  in  which  the  question  has 
biden  raised  upon  a  contract  between  two  &ther8  for  the  benefit  of 
HxeiT  children.  [Wiohtkan,  J.— If  the  father  of  the  pUintiff  had 
paid  the  100/.  which  he  promised,  might  not  he  have  sued  the  father 
of  the  plaintiff's  wife  on  his  express  promise  ?]  According  to  the  old 
cases  he  could  not.  When  a  father  makes  a  contract  for  the  benefit 
of  his  child,  the  law  vests  the  contract  in  the  child.    In  Thomas  v. 

,  Sty  461,  the  defendant  promised  to  a  father  that  in  considera* 

tion  that  he  would  surrender  a  copyhold  to  the  defendant,  the  defend- 
ant would  give  unto  his  two  daughters  20/.  apiece ;  and  after  verdict 
in  an  action  upon  the  case  brought  by  one  of  the  daughters  for  breach 
of  that  promise,  on  motion  for  arresting  the  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  the  two  ought  to  have  joined,  it  was  held  that  the  parties  had 
distinct  interests,  and  so  each  might  bring  an  action. 

Edward  James  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

WiGHTMAX,  J. — Some  of  the  old  decisions  appear  to  support  the 
pf'oposition  that  a  Strang  to  thQ  consideration  of  a  contract -may 
maintain  an- action  upon  it,  if  he  standi  in  such  a  near  relationship  to 
the  party  from  whom  the  consideration  proceeds,  that  he  may  be  con- 
sidered a  party  to  the  consideration.  The  strongest  of  those  cases  is 
that  cited  in  Bourne  v.  Mason,  1  Yentr.  6,  in  which  it  was  held  thai 
the  daughter  of  a  physician  might  maintain  assumpsit  upon  a  promise 
*8981  ^  ^^^  father  to  give  her  *a  sum  of  money  if  he  performed  a 
^  certain  cure.  But  there  is  no  modern  case  in  whicn  the  propo- 
sition has  been  supported.  On  the  contrary,  it  is  now  established  that 
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BO  stranger  to  the  oonsideration  can  take  advantage  of  a  contract, 
ilthough  made  for  his  benefit. 

Cboxfton,  J. — ^It  is  admitted  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  succeed  unless 
this  csfe  is  am  exception  to  the  modem  and  well-established  doctrine 
of  the  acstion  of  assumpsit.  At  the  time  when  the  cases  which  have 
been  cited  were  decided  the  action  of  assumpsit  was  treated  as  an 
action  of  trespass  upon  the  case,  and  therefore  m  the  nature  of  a  tort; 
and  the  law  was  not  settled,  as  it  now  is,  that  natural  love  and  affec- 
tion  is  not  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise  upon  which  an  action 
may  be  maintained;  nor  was  it  settled  that  the  promisee  cannot  bring 
an  action  unless  the  consideration  for  the  promise  moved  froih  him. 
The  modem  cases  have,  in  effect,  overrulea  the  old  decisions ;  they 
show  that  the  consideration  must  move  from  the  party  entitled  to  sue 
upon  the  contract.  It  would  be  a  monstrous  proposition  to  say  that 
a  person  was  a  party  to  the  contract  for  the  purpose  of  suing  upon  it 
for  his  own  advantage,  and  not  a  party  to  it  for  the  purpose  of  being 
Bued.  It  is  said  that  the  father  in  the  present  case  was  agent  for  the 
son  in  making  the  contract,  but  that  argument  ought  also  to  make  the 
son  liable  upon  it.  I  am  prepared  to  overrule  the  old  decisions,  and 
to  hold  that,  by  reason  of  tne  principles  which  now  govern  the  action 
of  assumpsit,  the  present  action  is  not  maintainable. 

Blackbubk,  J. — The  earlier  part  of  the  declaration  shows  a  con- 
tract which  might  be  sued  on,  except  for  the  ^enactment  in  rv oqq 
aecL  4  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  29  Car.  2,  c.  8.  The  declara-  <- 
lion  then  sets  out  a  new  contract,  and  the  only  point  is  whether,  that 
oontract  beine  for  the  benefit  of  the  children,  they  can  sue  upon  it. 
Mr.  Mellish  admits  that  in  eeneral  no  action  can  he  maintainea  upon 
a  promise,  unless  the  oonsideration  moves  from  the  party  to  whom  it 
is  made.  But  he  says  that  there  is  an  exception ;  namely,  that  when 
the  consideration  moves  from  a  father,  and  the  contract  is  for  the 
benefit  of  his  son,  the  natural  love  and  affection  between  the  father 
and  son  gives  the  son  the  right  to  sue  as  if  the  consideration  had  pro- 
ceeded from  himseUl  And  Dutton  and  Wife  v.  Poole,  2  Lev.  210,  1 
Yentr.  S18,(a)  was  cited  for  this.  We  cannot  overrule  a  decision  of 
the  Exchequer  Chamber ;  but  there  is  a  distinct  ground  on  which  that 
case  cannot  be  supported.  The  cases  upon  stat.  27  El.  c.  4,  which 
have  decided  that,  oy  sect.  2,  voluntary  gifts  by  settlement  after  mar- 
riage are  void  against  subsequent  purchasers  for  value,  and  are  not 
nmd  by  sect.  4,  show  that  natural  love  and  affection  are  not  a  suffi- 
cient consideration  whereon  an  action  of  assumpsit  may  be  founded. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant. 

(a)  AfllriMd  on  «nor  la  tlM  Bzeli.  Oh.,  T.  R$jm,  SOS. 

want  of  mutiuditj  of  remedy  suggested 
in  the  text,  does, not  aeem  so.startliog 
an  objeotion,  if  the  oontract  be  con- 
sidered, between  the  promissor  and  the 
third  person,  as  simply  nnilateral,  like 
promissory  notes,  bills  of  credit,  and 
instmments  of  a  similar  character, 
which  are  available  to  persons  not 
originally  parties  to  them. 


Whether  a  man  can  sue  onacon- 
tnet  made  for  his  benefit,  but  to  which 
he  is  not  directly  a  party,  has  been  the 
•object  of  much  discussion  in  the 
United  States,  and  the  decisions  are 
eoaflieting,  though  they  generally  lean 
towirdB  admitting  the  right:  Sec  1 
Ptnonson  Contracts  890;  2  Am.  Lead. 
Cases,  4th  ed.,  158, 185;  note  to  Ya- 
daker  v.  Soper,  22  Am.  Jur.  16.    The 
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1.  Hitft  <0«Mi  ktt  fto  JaAidiMion  ot«ir  tribdayit  Mt  of  Ite  MilM  of  XagUli4^  illh«i|k  k 
•MBtttoi  mt(|Mi  to  tiM  Briliiih  Ciromi. 

2.  W1i«t«  the  civil  lightt  of  m  penon  in  inilita.r3r  Mnrieo  aro  affected  hj  the  jsd^ent  of  a 
inUUsty  tribanal,  bi  which  that  trihttnal  liaa  acted  without  jariadibtioB,  or  baa  esceeM  iti 
Jnriadietiofi,  thii  CouH  Will  iateirftl^;  ^\tM  ^efb  iiotAiiag  httt  thto  Mt7ffd*)f  statu  of  tkn  pkttf 
la  afetelfed  hy  tlie  Jadi^ent 

S.  A  Chlilihi  te  the  Qmni'b  aertice,  i»)lM«tMI«md  with  hia  ffegtmtet  in  India,  waa  gaselled 
to  «  tta^briiy ;  hnd  the  appointment  waa  notKed  in  the  general  ordera  of  the  Commander-iB- 
chief  in  India  at  head-quarterai  and  ih  the  regimental  ordera.  Suhaeqnently,  the  Captaia 
baring  written  to  the  Colon*!  of  that  regiihetat  tto  Inanbordinatb  letter,  waa  tried  Vt  ^<^ 
tnaitiil  in  t&dla,  Waa  dlan^M  thtt  M^iee^  iliid  ihe  ptoMedinga  of  the  court  maHSal  tftn*- 
•aittad  to  the  Jndge  Adrooate  OeiierU  in  bobdon :  librto  yeaft  atterwarda,  applieaHon  heiBf 
miade  to  thia  Coart  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  judgment  of  the  eonrt  martid,  in  order  thai 
it  might  he  qaaahed,  the  Court  rol^iaed  to  interfSne. 

TttiB  was  an  ap}>U(^ti<^)i  t<a  a  nile  calling  oa  the  Judge  Advoc(,te 
Oemral  to  show  catise  vfhj  a  isertioraii  diouM  not  issue  to  bring  up, 
in  brder  that  it  tnigfat  be  qmushed^  tte  record  of  tbe  oonvictioti  of  J. 
G.  Mansergh,  fortneHy  it  Ca]3taiA  and  Brevet  Major  in  Her  Majesty's 
6th  Begiment  of  Iiilh&t):y>  atid  lale  a  Majof  iu  BLer  Migesty^  15th 
J^egiiHent 

It  appeared  from  the  afiidavitd  tbal,  in  JatiMrj,  1858,  the  applicant 
was  on  duty  with  his  r^iment>  HeD^  Majesty 'ft  6th  Foot,  then  stationed 
at  Calcutta,  the  regiment  being  under  the  commiand  of  Ckdonel  Barnes^ 
and  Lord  Clyde  (then  Sit  Colin  Campbell)  being  command^-in^href 
in  India.  On  the  19th  Febt*uiA,ry,  1868^  Captain  Mansergh  was  gazetted 
lo  a  majority  in  the  16th  Foot,  at  thai  time  station^  in  Engknd. 
^4011  ^^^'^  ^^  ^^^^  appointment  was  transmitted  to  India,  and  *noti- 
^  fied  by  the  Oonlmander-in-Gfaief  in  the  ge&eral  orders  at  head- 
tiuarlers,  ana  also  in  the  regimental  orden  of  the  6th  Foot;  after 
which  notification,  according  to  the  custotns  and  regulations  of  the 
army>  the  applicant  ceased  to  belong  to  that  regiment  The  regiment 
was  about  to  start  on  active  service,  when  Colonel  Barnes  informed 
Captain  Mansergh  of  his  promotion,  and  desired  him  to  pre  up  his 
Company  to  anoui^r  officer,  which  he  did  accoidinglr.  Subsequently, 
Major  Mansergh,  conceiving  that  the  notification  of  his  uppointment 
to  the  15th  Foot  had  been  obtained  by  Colonel  Barnes  for  the  purpose 
of  excluding  him  ih>m  the  service  on  which  the  regiment  was  ordbred, 
wrote,  on  the  27th  Aprils  a  letter  to  the  Colonel  expressing  that  view 
in  strong  language.  EV>r  this  be  was  arrested  upon  a  charge  preferred 
against  him  by  Colonel  Barnes;  and,  in  August^  was  tried  by  court 
•  martial  at  Calcutta,  on  that  charge ;  namely,  of  having  addressed  the 
above  letter  to  Colonel  Barnes,  which  was  described  as  containing 
highly  offensive  and  ihsulting  language  to  him>  his  superior  officer; 
such  conduct  being  grossly  insubordinate,  highly  unbecoming  a  com- 
missioned  officer,  and  subv^rsiv^  of  military  discipline.  Miyor  Man- 
sergh was  found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  be  dismissed  the  army,  which 
Sentence  was  confirmed  by  Lord  Clyde :  and  the  proceedinss  of  the  court 
martial  were  seat  to  Sngland  and  deposited  with  the  Judge  Advocate 
atsneral. 

Lusti,  in  support  of  tbe  application. — ^The  court  martial  had  no 
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juifldieiion  lo  try  M^or  Mdnsdi^li  on  the  charges  brought  aguust 
him.  The  question  depends  oa  the  Mutiny  Aat  ia  ferce  At  the 
time,  i.  e.,  20  Vict  c.  IS.  Sect  6  enacts,  "  F<Mr  the  purpose  of  t^aqo 
^bringing  offenders  against  Ihis  Act  and  against  the  articles  of  ^ 
war  to  justice.  Her  Majesty  may  from  time  to  time,  in  like  manner  as 
has  been  heretofore  used,  grant  comm&sions  under  the  Royal  Sigh 
Manual  for  the  holding  of  courts  martial  within  the  United  Kingdom 
of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland,  and  may  grant  commissions  or  warrants 
under  the  said  Boyal  Sign  Manual  to  the  chief  governor  or  goTernora 
of  Ireland,  the  commander  <^  the  forces,  or  the  person  or  persons  com- 
manding in  chief,  or  commanding;  for  the  time  oeing,  any  body  of  Her 
Majesty's  forces,  as  weU  within  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland  and  the  British  isles,  as  in  any  of  Her  Majesty's  garrisons 
and  dominions  or  elsewhere  beyond  seas,  for  conyening  courts  martial, 
and  for  authorizing  any  officer  under  their  respective  commands  to 
convene  courts  martial,  as  occasion  may  require,  mr  the  trial  of  offences 
committed  by  any  of  the  forces  under  the  command  of  any  such  last- 
mentioned  officer,  whether  the  same  shall  have  been  committed  before 
or  after  such  officer  shall  have  taken  upon  him  such  command  *  *  *  ** 
and  any  person  subject  to  this  Act,  who  shall,  in  any  part  of  Her 
Majesty's  dominions  or  elsewhere,  commit  any  <^  the  offences  for 
which  he  may  be  liable  to  be  tried  by  court  martial  by  virtue  of  thia 
Act  or  of  the  articles  of  war,  may  be  tried  and  punished  for  the  same 
in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions  or  any  other  place  whereto  ha 
may  have  come  or  where  he  may  be  after  the  commission  of  the 
offence,  as  if  the  offence  had  been  committed  where  such  trial  shall 
take  place." 

Sect  7.  "A  general  couki  malrtial  convened  in  St.  Helena,  &c.| 
AtXl  consist  of  not  less  than  five  commissioned  officers ;  if  convened 
in  Jamaica,  Ac,  or  in  any  *place  out  of  the  Queen's  dominions,  r»4ns 
excepting  the  Ionian  Islands  and  the  places  hereinbefore  men-  >- 
tioned,  it  shall  consist  of  not  leiss  than  seven,  and  if  convened  in  any 
other  part  of  the  Queen's  dominions,  or  in  the  Ionian  Islands  or  in  the 
settlements  of  the  East  India  Company,  it  shall  consist  of  not  less  than 
thirteen  commissioned  officers ;"  &c. 

Sect  17.  '*  Every  Judge  Advocate  or  person  officiating  as  such  at  a 
general  court  martial,  and  the  president  of  every  district  or  garrison 
court  martial,  where  the  offender  shall  be  a  non-commissioned  officer 
or  soldier  belonging  to  Her  Majesty's  land  forces,  are  required  to 
transmit,  with  as  much  expedition  as  may  be,  the  original  proceedings 
and  sentence  thereof  to  the  Judge  Advocate  General  in  London,  in 
whose  office  they  shall  be  carefully  preserved ;  and  any  person  tried 
by  a  general  court  martial,  or  any  person  on  his  behalf,  shall  be  enti* 
tied,  on  demand,  to  a  copy  of  such  proceedings  and  sentence  (paying, 
to.),  whether  such  sentence  ahall  be  approved  or  bot,  at  any  time  not 
sooner,  &c» ;  provided  that  such  demand  as  aforesaid  shall  have  been 
made  within  the  space  of  three  years  from  the  date  of  the  approval  or 
other  final  decision  upon  the  proceedings  before  such  general  court 
martial." 

When  Major  Mansergh  wrote  the  letter,  for  writing  which  he  was 
sentenced  by  the  court  mMtial,  he  Was  not  in  the  Indian  service  at 
all,  bat  belonged  to  the  16th  Bogiment  of  Foot  in  England :  aoaai^ 
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guentlj  the  chief  of  the  Indian  army  had  no  authority  over  him. 
Blackbubk,  J. — ^The  second  section  of  the  statute  enacts:  "All  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  shall  apply  to  all  persons  who  are  or  shall  be 
commissioned  or  in  pay  as  an  officer,  or  who  are  or  shall  be  listed  or 
*4.04.1  ^^  P*y  ^  *  *non-commi8sioned  officer  or  soldier  *  ♦  *  *.  and 
J  to  persons  in  the  war  department,  who  are  or  shall  be  serving 
with  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  forces  at  home  or  abrftad,  under  the 
command  of  any  officer  having  commission  from  her  Majesty,"  &c. 
It  would  seem,  therefore,  that,  although  he  had  given  up  his  regiment. 
Major  Mansergh  still  belonged  to  the  Queen's  army,  and  was  subject 
to  its  martial  discipline,  if  so,  would  he  not  be  under  the  Ck>m- 
mander-in-chief  in  India?  Cookburn",  C.  J. — Suppose  the  court 
martial  wrong  in  what  they  did,  what  jurisdiction  have  we?]  This 
Court  has  a  general  controlling  jurisdiction  over  all  inferior  tribunals 
by  means  of  the  prerogative  writs  of  certiorari,  prohibition,  &c. ;  Rex 
V.  Cowle,  2  Burr.  884.  Rex  v.  Moreley,  2  Burr.  1040 :  the  latter  of 
which,  however,  would  not  lie  in  this  case,  seeing  that  the  proceed- 
ings are  at  an  end.  In  Rex  v.  Cowle,  it  was  held  that  a  certiorari 
might  go  to  Berwick-upon-Tweed ;  and  Lord  Mansfield  says  (pp.  855-6): 
"  Writs  of  mandamus,  prohibition,  habeas  corpus,  and  certiorari,  upon 
a  proper  case,  may  issue  to  every  dominion  of  the  Crown  of  England.** 
[CocKBURN,  C.  J. — That  must  be  taken  with  considerable  qualifica- 
tion. Those  terms  are  verv  general.]  In  Grant  v.  Gould,  2  H.  Bl. 
69,  Lord  Loughborough,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  says  (p.  100),  speaking  of  a  court  martial  under  the  Mutiny 
Acts:  "This  Court  being  established  in  this  country  by  positive  law, 
the  proceedings  of  it,  and  the  relation  in  which  it  will  stand  to  the 
Courts  of  Westminster  Hall,  must  depend  upon  the  same  rules,  with 
all  other  Courts,  which  are  instituted,  and  have  particular  powers 
given  them,  and  whose  acts,  therefore,  may  become  the  subject  of 
*40'1  *PP^^^*io^  **^  t^®  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall,  for  a  prohibi- 
^J  tion.  Naval  Courts  Martial,  Military  Courts  Martial,  Courts 
of  Admiralty,  Courts  of  Prize  are  all  liable  to  the  controlling  autho- 
rity, which  the  Courts  of  Westminster  Hall  have  from  time  to  time 
exercised,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  them  from  exceeding  the 
jurisdiction  given  to  them :  the  general  ground  of  prohibition,  being 
an  excess  of  jurisdiction,  when  they  assume  a  power  to  act  in  matters 
not  within  their  cognisance."  [Wightman,  J. — There  the  party  was 
not  a  soldier  at  all.J  In  The  Matter  of  Poe.  5  B.  &  Ad.  681  (E.  C. 
L.  B.  vol.  27),  indeed,  the  Court  refused  a  prohibition  to  a  court 
martial  after  its  sentence  had  been  ratified  by  the  King  and  carried 
into  execution :  but  that  decision  proceeded  on  the  merits  of  the  par- 
ticular case.  [CocKBURN.  C.  J. — ^If  a  court  martial  were  to  assume 
jurisdiction  over  a  man  who  was  not  subject  to  military  discipline  at 
all,  this  Court  would  interfere.  But  I  very  much  doubt  if  it  could 
interfere  because  a  military  man  was  tried  by  one  court  martial 
instead  of  another.  Moreover,  the  sentence  of  this  court  martial 
does  not  touch  the  civil  rights,  and  only  affects  the  military  status  of 
the  applicant.  Does  not  every  person  who  enters  the  military  service 
of  the  Crown  give  the  Crown  a  right  to  determine  his  military  status 
at  pleasure?  Blackburn,  J. — ^In  Lieutenant  Allen's  Case,  7  Jur. 
K.  o.  284,  we  issued  a  habeas  corpus  where  the  party  was  unlawfully 
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imprisoned  by  military  authority.]  Yes,  when  the  court  martial  is 
held  in  a  district  which  is  under  martial  law,  or  in  a  state  of  siege. 
A  man's  civil  rights  are  greatly  injured  by  any  improper  judgment 
against  him.  [WightmaKi  J.— %an  we  issue  a  certiorari  to  bring  up 
the  proceedings  of  a  court  abroad?]  A  habeas  corpus  has  been 
^issued  to  CSanada ;  In  re  Anderson,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  122 :  and  a  r^c^Q^ 
habeas  corpus  or  certiorari  will  go  to  St.  Helena ;  Ex  parte  '* 
Lees,  E.  B.  ft  E.  828  (E.  C.  L.  B.  yol.  96),  6  Jur.  N.  S.  S3S.  Besides, 
the  certiorari  here  would  not  be  directed  to  the  court  martial,  but  to 
the  Judge  Advocate  Greneral,  to  bring  up  a  document  which  is  now 
a  record  in  England.  Beg.  v.  Bolton,  1  Q.  B.  66  (E.  0.  L.  B.  vol.  41), 
and  many  subsequent  cases,  establish  that  want  of  jurisdiction  may 
always  h!e  shown  by  affidavit  [G&ompton,  J. — ^The  Judge  Advocate 
Greneral  is  the  mere  keeper  of  the  proceedings.  Besides,  even  if  we 
thought  the  court  martial  wrong,  we  ought  not,  in  the  exercise  of  our 
discretion,  to  interfere  with  proceedings  that  took  place  three  years 
ago.] 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — The  result  of  the  discussion  which  has  taken 
place  on  the  present  application  is  that  I,  for  my  part,  entertain  no 
doubt  that  we  ought  not  to  interfere.  I  say  **  discussion,"  for,  although 
only  one  side  has  been  heard,  we  have  all  expressed  our  opinions 
during  the  argument  of  Mr.  Litah,  in  order  to  elicit  from  him  what- 
eyer  could  be  said  on  the  matter,  which  is  one  of  considerable  im- 
portance, and  on  which  no  one  is  better  capable  of  throwing  light 
than  himself. 

I  quite  agree  that  where  the  civil  rights  of  .a  person  in  military 
service  are  affected  by  the  judgment  of  a  military  tribunal,  in  pro- 
nouncing which  the  tribunal  has  either  acted  without  jurisdiction  or 
has  exc^ded  its  jurisdiction,  this  Court  ought  to  interfere  to  protect 
those  civil  rights :  e.  g.  where  the  rights  of  life,  liberty,  or  property 
are  involved,  although  I  do  not  know  whether  the  latter  case  could 
occur.  Here,  however,  there  was  nothing  of  the  sort,  and  the  only 
matter  involved  was  *the  military  status  of  the  applicant — a  r^A(\>T 
thing  which  depends  entirely  on  the  Crown,  seeing  that  every  '• 
person  who  enters  into  military  service  engages  to  be  entirely  at  the 
will  and  pleasure  of  the  Sovereign. 

Then  tnere  is  the  additional  fact  that  these  proceedings  originated 
abroad,  in  a  place  the  tribunals  of  which  are  not  subject  to  our  juris* 
diction*  Mr.  Lush,  indeed,  contends  that  because  the  record  of  the 
proceedings  is  in  this  country  we  have  jurisdiction  over  it.  Assuming 
that  for  a  moment,  yet  when  we  look  at  the  particular  nature  of  the 
case  before  us,  we  see  that  the  military  status  of  the  applicant  alone  is 
affected,  and  consequently,  if  he  had  just  cause  of  exception  to  the  act 
of  the  tribunal  by  which  he  was  sentenced,  he  might  have  appealed  to 
the  Queen  to  reconsider  the  matter  with  the  advice  of  her  Judge 
Advocate. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  we  have  no  juris- 
diction to  grant  a  certiorari ;  besides  which,  certiorari  being  a  dis* 
cretionary  writ,  we  most  certainly  ought  not,  in  the  exercise  of  our 
discretion,  to  grant  it  if  we  had  the  jurisdiction. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — ^I  am  entirely  of  ,tbe»,8«£ae  opinion*  If  we  grant 
Uiis  certiorari,  it  must  be  with  the  view  to  ultimate  proceedings  being 
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ukea  to  qnwAi  it.  Nqw»  indepeiKfeat  of  %hm  o^ftolkn  thai  w^  b»w 
no  power  to  interlere  hy  certiorari  with  a  court  ia  Indiat  I  agree  vilb 
my  Xiord  CJbief  Justico  thut  wbatevov  might  be  tho  case  if  the  ciYil 
rights  of  this  party  wero  ajSectod^  ootbing  "ma  affected  in  the  fHresea^ . 
instance  beyond  his  military  sta|;u8^  It  appears  that,  three  years  ago, 
a  court  martial  took  place>  that  pfooeedings  of  which  have  been  ap- 
^4081  P^^^  ^7  ^uthority^  and,  in  virtue  of  its  sentence,  *the  appli- 
^  cant  was  dismissed  from  the  Qoeen'a  service.  I  think  the 
observations  of  the  Court  in  The  Matter  of  Poe,  5  B.  &  Ad.  681,  688 . 
(S.  C.  L.  B;.  vol.  2%)i  are  entitled  to.  9iuch  coBsideratioQ.  **  If  the  wnl 
were  to  issue  at  ajtl,  wo  see.  no  Court  or  individual  to  whom,  it  could 
be  addressed  other  tha^  tbQ  King  hinaself,  who,  acting  on  the  sentence^ 
has  been  pleaaed  to  dismiss-  the  ojBicer  from  his  service.  Now,  admit- 
ting for  a  momeiU  that  it.  were  possible  to  address  any  writ  directly 
to  his  Majesty,  whent  it  is  considered  that  this  power  is  undoubted^ 
inherent  in  the  Grown,  and  might  havo  been  lawfully  executed  even 
without  any  court  martial,  it  wm  at  once  appear  manifest  that  no  pro- 
Vibition  can  lie  ia  such  a  ease^  ¥oj;  what  Hm  King  had  power  to  do, 
independently  of  any  inquiry^  he  plainly  may  do,  though  the  inqmry 
ahomd  not  be  satisfijctory  to  a  Coiirt  of  law,  or  even  thou^  the  Coivt 
vrhich  conducted  it  had  W>  l^^  jurisdictioi:  to  inquire.'^  Here  nothiiig 
but  the  military  status  of  the  applicant  is.  affected  by  the  decision  ol 
the  court,  martial,  and  thejve£oxe,  in  the  exereiso  of  our  discretion,  we 
aught  not  to  grant  this  writ. 

Grompton,  J. — ^I  quite  admit  that,  where  there  is  a  ckar  case  far 
the  exercise  of  our  discretion,  we  ought  nol  to  fetter  oiur  hands  too 
tightly  in  ita  exereise.  But  th^i  I  think  the  appKcation  for  our  inte^ 
£e^i^9ce  ought.  tQ  be  made  within  a  reasonable  time^ 

I,  however,  dismiss  these  considerationaoit  the  present  occasion ;  &r 
I  think  that  heve  we  have  no  power  at  all  tet  interfere.  It  is  argued 
that  because  the  record  of  this  court  mcurtiid  is  in  England  we  can  do 
4,^0gn  so;  but  to  my  mind  that  makes  no  diffejencci.  We  cannot 
J  *graAt  a  certiorari  unless  we  see  £or  what  purpose  the  record 
is  sought  to  be  brought  bel^  us ;  and  her^lAie  object  is  only  to  quash 
it,  i.  e.,  if  it  should  appear  thM  the  Oourt  abroad  has  exceedei  its 
jurisdiction,  and  the  question  is  the  same,  as  if  a  c^tiorart  had  heen 
asked  lor  white  the  prooeedioga  of  the  eooart  martial  in  India  were 
going  on.  Tlius  question  therefore  is;  have  we  a  ^acretion,  or,  if  we 
hav/c,^  ought  we  to  exercise  il,  to,  send  a  oertkurari  in  every  case  to 
cc^ies^  hoiyover  distant,,  whan  tribunale  ihere  are  supposed  to  have 
exceeded  their  jurisdic|ion?  If  so,,  it  wooDd  come  Uk  this,  .that  ve 
ought  issue  a.  certiorari  tot  the  Privy  Council  to.  bring  before  us  the 
record  of  any  tribimal  abroad  which  had  beeui  transmitted  to  thena  No 
precedent  has.  bem  suggested  for  any  such  proceeding ;  and  it  does 
not  appear  that  this  Goort  ever  sentr  a  eerti^an  beyond  seas.  The 
case  is  said  to  be  analogous  to  that  of  habeas  corpus,  and  thi^  per- 
haps^ is  the  strongest  argument  in  support  oi  the  present  application. 
Wnei%  a  person  ia  improperly  imprisoned,  as  in  Lieutenant  AUenHi 
G^,  %  Juir*  K-  Sv  2S4,  we  have  a  right,  to^  inquire  into  the  cause  ef 
the  imprisonment ;  bul  I  am  &r  firomi  saying  that  a  habeas,  corpas 
would  g^  ii^  auok  %caae  as  the  pres^ait  la  Be  Anderson,  7  Jur.  K. 
S>>MfcW|ii^lM»lwiai  irfiiiiwllivaiMiSwiMiauiaamad^forahabaiit 
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oovpw  to  €toiidi%  wd  preeedenla  weie  addiieed  0a  oixfressij  i^  pc^t 
^i  aceofdling  to  thegreal  pxiQeifpile.  vegqjating  ihm^  preK)gaitiye  writa^ 
^e  p^j  hsA  v^  priin§  faicie  rigl^t  ta  liav<^  tlie,  ij^rit  isauecL  BaBidss^  if 
a  liabeiiB  ec^rptis  ie^  wipfop^^^  iaa^i^d,  i(  zni^  be  auestioioed  oq  t)ie 
letnni  to  !&€►  writ.  We  aid  not  grant  a  rule  to  snow  cause  in  that 
eaae»  because  there  was  immediate  danger  to  the  party.  For  these 
reasons  *that  case  must  not  be  taken  as  an  authority  that  a  r^^-tA 
habeas  corpus  will  go  to  a  colony.  The  only  other  case  men-  ^ 
tioned  was  the  St.  Helena  Case.  Sx  parte  Lees,  E.  B.  k  E.  828  (E.  C, 
L.  B.  vol.  96),  5  Jur.  N.  S.  88»;  but  there,  after  the  Court  had  refused 
to  iBterferei  a  writ  of  error  had  bde»  allowed  by  the  Crown,  and  the^ 
habeas  corpus  was  afterwards  issi^  by  a  Judge  at  Chambers  merely 
as  an  ancillary  step.(a) 

I  therefore  thinjk  that  we  hare  no  JBrisdictioii  in  this  case,  or  at 
least  that,  if  we  haye>  we  ought  noX  in  our  discretion,  to  exercise  it 

It  18  pari  of  our  duty  to  control  inferior  Courts  in  this  country,  but. 
I  have  yet  to  learn  that  that  doctrine  is  applicable  to  Courts  in  the- 
colonies. 

Blackburn,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opiniou.  The  object  of  the  cer- 
tierari  moved  for  ia  to  quash,  tbt  prooeedii^ge  qf  tbe  co;urt  nmrtial., 
Kow,  although  the  actual  paper  recording  the  judgment  of  the  court 
■lartial  is  in  this  country,  stirl  the  question,  is,  have  ^e  power  to  act 
in  this  case,  and  ought  we  to  exercise  it  if  we.  have  ? 

I  am  not  satisfied  that  this  court  martMl  had  not  completet^  juriadi^ 
lion.  The  applicant  was  in  the  Queen's  forces,  subject  to  tho  Mutinji^ 
4.ct.  He  was  attached  to  the  arp[iy  iu  India,,  and  so  long  as  he  was* 
there,  he  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Commander-ia-chief  in 
India,  and  subject  to  ms^rtial  law  there ;  a^d  even  9nppogi9g  he^  irpw 
not,  still  he  was  subject  to  martial  law  generally.  I  do  noti  however, 
rest  my  judgment  on  this. 

Assuming  that  this  partjcuUr  coiirt  inartial  had  no  ^uris-  r%A%\ 
diction  over  the  applicant,  thea  CQUKsa  the  question,  can  thia  '- 
Court  quash  the  proceedings  of  a  Court  held  in  India?  No  morel 
l^ink  than  they  could  quash  the  proceedings  of  a  Court  in  France. 
The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  England  controls  local  tribunals 
within  England;  aind  such  o{  te;  depeacfo.neias  as  are  iAtegral  parts  of 
l^ngland,  e.  g.  Berwick-upoii-Tweed,  &0.,  and  probably  the  Isle  of 
Hbou  Bui  there  is  no  authority  that  it  will  send  a  prohibition  or  a. 
certiorari  to.  the  colonies  or  to  In(Ha;  and' before  we  exercise  suqIi.% 
power  to  control  tribunals  ia  those  plaoes  which  are  supposed  %3^ 
exceed  their  jurisdiction,  we  should  cleiorly  see  our  own  jurisdicjbi«m. 

I  have  said  there  is  no  authority  fos  such  a  proceeding  as  thia  The 
nearest  is  In  re  Anderson,  7  Jur.  K  S.  122,  where  a  habeas  corpus 
was  sent  to  Canada,  But  in  that  ca^e  the  writ  was  granted  because 
it  was  necessary  to  act  immediately,  and  it  could  be  afterwards  quashed 
if  erroneous,  added  to  which  there  were  sojne  very  strong  precedents 
(QL  &vour  of  granting  it.  But  that  cannot  be  taken  as  a  mciaion  of 
thia  Goort  that  we  have  a  controi  over  all  jurisdictions  beyond  seaa 
»  eoantries  subject  to  the  British  Ciown*^ 

I  ttierefore  entots^in  exceeding  doubl  if  we  could  grant  this  oertio!i 

(«)  Sm  tiM  Boto  to  Bx  pftrte  Ltei,  k  Jttr*  V;  8. 116,  wd  tk»  obfenrationt  of  CromytoB^  ^m 
tit4>4in«a!i  (hw^  r  ^ar.  R.  8.  t9li 
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rari  under  any  circtunstances  whatever.  But  if  we  could,  then  comes 
the  question  of  discretion ;  and,  looking  at  the  length  of  time  which 
has  elapsed;  and  the  futility  of  the  proceeding,  I  think  this  is  not  a 
case  in  which  we  ought  to  exercise  our  discretion  to  grant  the  writ. 

Bule  refased. 


♦412]  *Ex  parte  SMITH. 

In  the  matter  of  The  Local  Goyernment  Act,  1858.    TODMOBDEN 

District.    Jwne  12. 

Xocol  Oovenment  Act,  1858,  2ldf22  Viet.  c.  98,  m.  16,  20.--SeUlement  of  boundary. 

— Order  of  Secretary  of  State. — Certiorari, 

The  xmte-payers  of  »  place  not  h«Tiiig  a  known  or  defined  boundary  petitioned  the  Secretary 
of  State  for  the  Home  Department,  under  foot  16  of  The  Looal  GoTomment  Aet,  18SS,  21  4 
S3  Viot  0.  98,  to  Mttle  iU  boundary,  for  the  purpoaes  of  the  Act;  the  petition  stating  the  pro- 
posed boundarief.  The  Seoretaiy  of  State  appointed  an  inipeotor  to  inquire,  and  the  inipeetor 
reported  in  favour  of  the  proposed  boundaries,  subject  to  certain  alterations  by  which  certaia 
properties  beyond  the  proposed  boundaries  were  included  in  the  district  On  the  15th  of  Jan- 
uary, 1861,  the  Secretary  of  State  made  an  order  adopting  the  proposed  boundaries  with  the 
alterations,  and  directed  that  from  and  after  that  date  the  boundaries  therein  set  forth  ahoald 
form  the  boundaries  of  the  district  la  pursuance  of  the  order,  a  meeting  of  the  rate-payers, 
to  decide  as  to  the  adoption  of  the  Act  within  the  district,  was  held  on  the  I6th  February,  ai 
which  a  resolution  for  its  adoption  was  carried.  On  the  7th  of  March,  S.,  a  rate-payer,  who 
occupied  property  in  the  district,  appealed  against  this  resolution  to  the  Secretary  of  Stata^ 
upon  the  ground  that  his  property  was  not  comprised  within  the  boundary  from  within  which 
the  petition  proceeded.  The  Secretary  of  State  again  directed  the  inspector  to  inquire,  and 
upon  his  report  thereon  made  an  order,  dated  the  list  of  April,  dismissing  the  appeal,  and 
directing  that,  after  one  month  from  the  date  thereof,  The  Local  GN)Temment  Act,  1858,  should 
hafe  the  force  of  law  within  the  district  Upon  motion  for  a  certiorari  at  the  instance  of  6. 
to  remoTO  the  order  of  the  15th  of  January,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  ultra  rires  of  the  Secre- 
tary of  State  to  make  it: 

1.  Held ;  by  Wightman  and  Blackburn,  Js.,  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  dubitante ;  that  if  the  Seef<»- 
tary  of  State  had  exceeded  the  powers  conferred  upon  him  by  the  Act,  still  the  application  for 
a  certiorari  was  too  late,  the  resolution  for  the  adoption  of  the  Act  haTing,  by  sect  30,  acquired 
the  force  of  law  within  the  district 

3.  Qumrtf  whether  the  Secretary  of  State,  under  sect  16,  has  power  to  alter  the  boundaiiee 
proposed  in  the  petition  so  as  to  extend  or  diminish  the  area  of  the  district? 

Whselbb,  Serjt  (in  this  Term,  June  Sd),  obtained  a  rule  calling 
upon  the  Right  Honourable  Sir  George  Oomewall  Lewis,  Baronet, 
one  of  Her  Majesty's  Principal  Secretaries  of  State,  to  show  cause 
why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  into  this  Court  a 
certain  order  made  by  him,  bearing  date  the  15th  January  last,  for 
*' settling  the  boundaries  of  the  District  of  Todmorden,  in  the  coun- 
♦Ai  9^  *^^  ^^  Lancaster  and  York,  for  the  purposes  of  ♦The  Local 
*^^J  Government  Act,  1858"  (21  &  22  Vict.  c.  98),  at  the  instance 
of  Edmund  Smith,  "  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  ultra  vires  of  the 
said  Secretary  of  State  to  make  the  said  order." 

The  order  was  as  follows : — 

"  Whereas  by  The  Local  Government  Act,  1858,  it  is  enacted  that 
anyplace  not  having  a  known  or  defined  boundary,  may  petition  one 
of  Her  Majesty's  principal  Secretaries  of  State  to  settle  its  bounda- 
ries for  the  purposes  of  the  said  Act.  And  whereas  a  petition  has 
been  presented  to  me,  as  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  Secretaries 
of  State  as  aforesaid,  from  inhabitant  rate-payers  of  portions  of  the 
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townships  of  Todmorden  and  Walsden,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster, 
and  of  portions  of  the  townships  of  Langfield  and  Stansfield,  in  the 
Gonnty  of  Tork,  praying  me  to  settle  and  fix,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
hereinbefore  recited  Act,  the  boundaries  of  a  District  to  be  called 
'The  Todmorden  District/  and  to  include  portions  of  the  aforesaid 
townships  of  Todmorden  and  Walsden,  Langfield  and  Stansfield.  And 
whereas  the  said  petition  was  duly  signed  by  not  less  than  one-tenth 
of  the  rate-payers  resident  within  the  said  portions  of  such  townships, 
and  likewise  set  forth  the  boundaries  of  the  District  proposed  to  be 
fixed  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  Act,  as  required  by  the  provisions 
of  such  Act.  And  whereas,  upon  the  receipt  of  the  said  petition,  I 
directed  inquiry  to  be  made,  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act,  as 
to  the  genuineness  of  such  petition,  and  as  to  the  propriety  of  the 

[proposed  boundaries,  and  sach  inquiry  has  been  duly  made  by  Wil- 
iam  Sanger,  Esq.,  the  inspector  appointed  for  such  purpose,  and  he 
has  now  reported  thereon  to  me. 

"Now,  therefore,  I,  as  one  of  Her  Majesty's  principal  *Secre-   r»j^-i  4 
taries  of  State  as  aforesaid,  having  taken  the  matters  contained   ^ 
in  such  petition  into  consideration,  do  hereby,  in  pursuance  of  the 
powers  vested  in  me  by  the  Local  Government  Act,  1858,  make  order 
as  follows. 

"  1.  That  from  and  after  the  date  of  the  present  order,  the  bounda* 
ries  hereinafter  set  forth  and  described  shall  form  and  constitute  the 
bonndaries  of  the  District  of  Todmorden  for  the  purposes  of  the 
Local  Government  Act,  1858;  and  that  the  parts  included  within 
sach  boundaries  shall  henceforth,  for  the  purposes  of  such  Act,  be 
deemed  to  be  a  place  with  a  known  and  defined  boundary,  and  may 
adopt  the  said  Act  accordingly."  [The  boundaries  were  then  set 
forth.] 

''  2.  That  James  Stansfield,  Esq.,  solicitor,  of  Todmorden,  be  the 
summoning  officer,  and  take  all  sach  steps  as  may  be  necessary,  under 
the  hereinbefore  recited  Act,  for  convening  a  meeting  of  the  rate- 
payers of  the  aforesaid  District  to  decide  as  to  the  adoption  of  The 
Local  Government  Act,  1858,  within  the  boundaries  of  such  District 
as  settled  by  this  order.  Given  under  my  hand  this  16th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1861.  "G.  C.  Lewis. 
"  Home  Office,  Whitehall." 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  ''the  District  of  Todmorden** 
was  a  place  not  having  a  known  or  defined  boundary  within  sect.  16 
of  The  Local  Government  Act,  1858, 21  &  22  Yict.  c.  98 ;  and  that,  in 
pursuance  of  that  section,  a  petition,  signed  by  one-tenth  part  of  the 
rate-payers  resident  within  the  boundaries  proposed  in  the  petition,  de- 
scribing it  as  a  place  not  having  any  known  or  defined  Ir^undary,  had 
beeu  presented  to  the  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Homo  Department, 
praying  him  to  settle  its  boundary  for  the  purposes  of  The  Local 
Government  Act,  1858.  In  compliance  with  that  petition  the  r«4i  n 
^Secretary  of  State  directed  inquiry  to  be  made,  by  an  inspector  ^ 
appointed  for  the  purpose,  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  boundaries  pro*. 

gosed  in  the  petition.    The  inspector  reported  to  the  Secretary  of 
tate  in  favour  of  the  proposed  boundaries,  subject  to  certain  altera- 
tions, by  which  various  properties  situate  within  the  boundaries  pro- 
posed in  the  petition  were  excluded,  and  certain  properties  beyond 
a.  4  s.;,  VOL.  I. — 16 
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Ibe  proposed  botmdaries  ware  imluded.  A  corn-mill,  in  the  oceupi- 
tioQ  of  the  wplicant,  situate  in  Walsden,  with  the  bam,  stable,  offices, 
find  otttbnilaings,  and  a  close  of  land  and  railway  therewith  oceU' 

{>ied ;.  also  another  milland  thirty -nine  dwelling-houses,  being  a  village 
n  Walsden ;  and  another  mill  situate  in  another  part  of  the  boundary. 
Were  not  included  within  the  boundaries  proposed  in  the  petition,  ana 
were  wholly  without  and  beyond  tfae  limits  of  the  bounaaries  of  the 
place  from  which  the  petition  proceeded.  These  alterations  were 
adopted  by  the  Secretary  of  State  in  his  order.  In  pursuance  of  that 
order  a  meeting  of  tfae  rate-payers  was  duly  convened  and  held  on 
the  16th  I^sbruary,  at  which  a  resolution  for  the  adoption  of  The 
Local  Government  Act,  1858,  in  "  the  Todmorden  District"  was  car- 
ried. The  applicant  was  not  present  at  the  meeting,  and  made  no 
appeal,  under  sect.  17,  against  the  adoption  of  the  Act.  But,  on  the 
7th  March,  he  appealed  to  the ,  Secretary  of  State  under  sect.  18, 
stating  that  he  disputed  the  validity  of  the  vote  for  the  adoption  of 
the  Act  in  "the  District  of  Todmorden,"  on  the  grounds,  first,  that 
the  boundary,  as  settled  by  the  order  upon  which  the  vote  proceeded, 
included  a  niill,  buildings,  land,  and  other  rateable  property  in  his 
occupation,  situate,  &c.,  none  of  which  were  or  was  comprised  within 
the  limits  or  boundary  from  within  which  the  petition  proceeded. 
*41A1  ^^^^^^7'  because  there  had  been  no  petition  for  the  adoption 
-■  of  the  Act  which  embraced  or  comprised  the  said  property  in 
his  occupation,  and  the  order  had  been  therefore  made  without  juris- 
diction. In  consequence  of  that  appeal  the  Secretary  of  State  directed 
inquiry  to  be  made  into  the  circumstances  of  the  case  by  the  inspector. 
Such  inquiry  was  made,  and  the  result  reported  to  the  Secretary  of 
State,  who  thereupon,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  by  an  order, 
dated  29th  April,  determined  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  that 
The  Local  Government  Act,  1868,  should,  after  the  expiration  of  one 
month  from  the  date  thereof,  have  the  force  of  law  within  the  District 
of  Todmorden. 

It  was  stated,  in  4^e  fiffldavits  in  opposition  to  the  rule,  that  the 
alterations  suggested  in  the  report  of  the  inspector,  and  adopted  bjr 
the  Secretary  of  State  in  his  order,  rendered  the  boundaries  of  the 
whole  district  more  eligible  and  satisfactory  than  those  originally 
proposed ;  and  that  the  petition  to  the  Secretary  of  State  was  signed 
ny  about  one-fifth  of  the  rate-payers  residing  within  the  boundaries 
as  settled  by  him. 

ManUty  showed  cause. — ^The  first  question  is  whether  the  Secretary 
of  State  could  alter  the  boundaries  proposed  in  the  petition. 

By  the  Ist  and  2d  rraragraphs  of  sect.  16  of  The  Local  Government 
Act,  1868,  21  &  22  v ict.  c.  98,  ''any  place  not  having  a  known  or 
defined  boundary,"  may  petition  one  of  the  Principal  Secretaries  of 
State  "  to  settle  its  boundaries  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act."  And 
ithe  petition  shall  state  the  proposed  boundaries,  and  shall  be  signed 
fey  one-tenth  of  the  rate-payers  resident  within  the  proposed  bounda- 
•4171  ^®®-  ®y  *^®  ^*^  paragraph  the  *  Secretary  of  State  "may 
^  tipon  consideration  of  tne  matter,  either  dismiss  the  petitioa 
altogether,  or  make  order  as  to  the  boundaries  of  the  place :  he  may 
also  make  order  as  to  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  unaer  this  sectioa 
tad  the  partiesi  by  whom  suoh  costs  are  to  be  borne."    By  the  CA 
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jmiigfapl^  ^^Wf  plftee  tlie  bcmskdfltiei  of  which  haT^  heen  settled  in 
pargnance  of  Ae  faraming  proYJ^ionis  shall  thei^oefeHb,  for  the  pur- 
teeos  of  this  Act,  be  deemea  to  be  a  place  with  a  known  and  denned 
boodaarjc^  and  may  adopt  this  Act  accordingly.^  The  petition  with 
the  propodBod  boundaries  ia  only  to  set  the  Secretary  of  State  in 
Biotion:  it  ia  a  mere  suggestion  that  the  place  in  whicn  the  petition- 
ing rale-payers  are  resident  would  be  a  eonvenient  place  to  be  brought 
within  the  operation  of  the  Act.  Under  the  6th  paragraph  of  sect. 
16  the  Seoretaty  of  State  may  make  what  order  he  pleases  "as  to  the 
boundaries  of  the  place ;"  he  may  therefoi^e  adopt  the  proposed 
boundaries  or  refect  them.  By  Xht  oth  paragraph^  after  the  ^cretary 
<^&Ute  hiks  made  an  order,  there  ia  to  be  a  meeting  of  the  ratepayer^ 
to  decide  as  to  the  adoption  of  the  Act.  [Gookburk,  C.  J.— If  thq 
new  boundary,  adopted  by  the  Secretary  of  State  upon  the  report  of 
the  inspector,  added  a  considerable  number  of  rate-payers  who  were 
abt  before  within  the  district,  theb  rotes  might  turn  the  scale  at  the 
meeting  to  decide  as  to  the  adoption  of  the  Act.-  BLACKBuier,  J. — 
The  number  of  rate-payers  who  signed  the  petition  to  the  Secretary 
ef  State  might  not  be  one-tenth  of  the  rate-payers  in  the  extended 
district.  But  the  term  "to  settle  its  boundary"  seems  to  give  the 
Secretary  of  State  power  to  alter  it.}  It  is  as  objectionable  th&t  he 
sbottlcl  diminish,  as  that  he  should  increase,  the  area  of  the  proposed 
district.  [WiOHTMAK,  J. — In  the  former  case,  ♦no  rate-payer  r»4-io 
who  objected  would  be  bronght  under  the  operation  of  the  ^ 
Act] 

Seeondly*  die  applicant,  by  resorting  to  sect.  18,  which  gives  an 
appeal  to  any  owner  or  rate-payer  wto  disputes  the  validity  of  th6 
vote  for  the  adoption  of  the  Act,  has  waived  all  objections  anterior 
to  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  resolution  adopting  the  Act.  ^e 
ttight  have  availed  himself  of  sect.  17,  which  gives  a  right  io  pietition 
the  Secretary  of  State  "if  any  number,  being  not  l^ss'  than  one- 
twentieth  of  the  owners  and  rate-payers  of  such  place  ....  are; 
desiroos  that  the  whole  or*any  part  of  such  place  should  be  exdaded 
from  the  operation  of  the  Act." 

Thirdly,  this  application  is  too  late.  By  sect.  20,  whenever  any' 
reaolntion  adopting  the  Act  has  been  passed,  the  Act  shaH  at  ihei 
szpiration  of  two  months  from  the  date  thereof;  or,  in  the  event  of 
an  appeal,  then  at  such  time  as  may  be  mentiohed  in  the  order  made 
on  sncb  appeal,  have  the  force  of  law  within  such  place.  In  this  case 
the  onler  of  the  Secretary  of  Stiite  dismissing  the  appeal,  directed 
thai  The  Local  Obvernment  Act.  1868,  should;  after  tne  expirationr 
of  one  month  from  the  date  thereof,  have  the  force  of  law.  By  sect 
91  ail  orders  made  by  the  Secretary  of  State,  "  in  pursuance  of  this 
Ae(»  ahjdl  be  binding  and  conclusive  in  respect  of  the  matters  to 
wUeh  Uiey  refer."     Webby,  wlio  was  with  him,  was  not  called  upon. 

.  Wketlcr,  Serjt.,  and  Aspinall^  in  support  of  the  rule. — -f'irst,  iner^ 
bafiag  been  no  petition  of  the  rate-payers  resident  in  part  of  the' 
Dielriot  included  in  the  original  order  of  the  Secretary  or  State;  and 
iv.iespeol  whereof  exemption  is  claimed  from  the  operation  <tf  ihe 
iMf  that  ^order  is  void,  and  all  proceedings  taken  under  it  c^a^a 
with  fespecft  to  the  settlement  of  uie  boundaries  are  hrregular  ^      '^ 


m 
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have  been  jproperly  settled.  I  thmk  it  is  open  to  consiijerabld  daubl 
lirbetber,  wben  the  Secretary  of  State  has  exceede4  hU  poif er,  in  sefc* 
tling  the  boundaries  of  this  District,  as  mnst  be  assumed  ibr  the  pur- 
pose of  the  present  argument  be  bas  done,  everything  which  \m 
taken  place  subsequent^  is  not  inyalidated.  But  I  do  not  wish  thai 
my  doubts  should  have  any  effect  in  delaying  the  decision  of  this  QBm^ 
by  taking  tinu^  for  consideration,  pr  by  hearmg  further  aignment^ 

fiule  diacbargs4 
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in  M  «s^t  for  a  foftign  owum,  wtwvd  t»to  a  yoltej  of  iatartM*  on  a  tbip  to  tbt  mmI  ^ 
f«nk  At  tb^  timo  of  eflaoUnc  tbe  tAsuranoB,  A.  v«i  ia  poMOtsion  of  a  lolftAf  from  Dba  oapUia* ; 
itfonniiif  him  that  the  ship  had  roeoived  ii^VT^y  which  faet  he,  withont  firaadalent  inteotloa  ^ 
to  deeelve,  omitted  to  dlielose  to  the  undenrrtten.  Jthh  ehip  wat  lot^  tad  B.,  one  of  the  nnder- ' 
«niiM»  paid  to  A.  hie  amonat  of  41m  iDentaaee ;  bat,  baviaif  rabieqaeBtly  become  eeqaaialed  * 
viih  the  ah0Y«  ^ivoamitanoey  bfonghl  m  aotloa  for  money  bad  and  leeeivad  ngaiaab  Mm  lo( 
morar  it  back.  A«  before  be  «u  aware  of  B.'e  intention  to  diepnte  the  poU^,  end  actfof  { 
Wqi  fide  throngboaty  tranemitted  to  his  principel  the  mone^  he  bad  reoeivea  from  the  yanont  i 
udeniTitere ;  with  the  exception  of  a  certain  amount  for' which  he  had  allowed  the  principal' 
miit  ia  a  fettled  ^oeona^  and  of  aaotiber  wbieb>  with  the  authority  of  the  priaeipal,  be  b^  { 
•tpmded  ia  a  aaU  bfoofbi  by  bim  ok  babalf  oC  tba  ptinoiiial  ngtint^  €L,  aaotbernadwvriMr  I 
mtlM policy;  held,  ^ 

1.  (Id  accordance  with  the  deoUion  in  Rnsiell  v.  f  hom^n^  i  H.  A  K.  fSS^f  affirmed  on  erroi;« . 
t  Id.  140),  tbat»  in  coneeqnence  of  the  ccneealment  from  Ihe  nndorwritert  of  the  fact  ttated  la 
tt«  mptoia'e  letUr,  the  polky  wae  ▼oidable  at  the  election  of  4be  wnderwriteH.  *■ 

3*  Tbet  A.  bftag  only  an  aftnt,  of  wbleb  B.  wat  awaQ»»  in4^  ^MbiA  wttbnnt  n4»yct  9t  Bv%'  t 
ivfamtiea  to  repadaate  the  eonftrae^  paid  over  to  bit  principal  the  amawDt  <«c^ed  from  tbi ) 
nderwrilen^  B.  wai  not  entitled  to  recover  back  frt>m  A.  bit  amount  of  the  ininrance. 

t  That  there  waa  no  dllforence  In  tbb  reepect  between  the  money  aoCtaally  paid  over  by  A.^ 
l^Mepriaclpal,  and  the  meneyc  which  bad  eitber  bee*  aUowed  in  aoeonat  betWeen  tbem  oT' 
•tfwded  ia  liie  anit  agalnit  C. 

i.  0«ff^  wbetbM^  B.  woaldl  baf«  b#ea  eatkied  tn  Neoveiv  if  ba  bM  no4k%Awn  Umi  A.  wn#| 
Mtiag  mtrely  aa  agent  ?  . , 

.  This  was  an  actioii  for  xnonej  paid,  mosaej  had  sad  reoeivecl,  and^ 
OQ  aooomiUi  stated. 

Plea,  nerer  indebted. 

larae. 

^At  the  trial,  before  Cookburn,  CL  J.,  at  the  Lomdon  Siltiags  rvios 
afbrHilaryTerm,  1861,  it  appeared  that  tji«  action  was  l»tmgil  ^    ^n 
binder  tbe  'following  cifcaBostaiicea.    Tbe  plaintiff  was  aa  oiidtf  writer ' 
at  Lbjd%  and  tbe  defendant  a  ship  and  insuranoa  broker,  oarry ing  on,  • 
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business  in  London.  On  the  19th  Janoary,  1857,  the  defendant,  act 
ing  as  agent  for  the  owners  of  a  steamship  called  ''  The  Bntjadingen," 
who  were  resident  in  the  duchy  of  Oldenburgh,  effected  a  policy  of 
insurance  on  the  ship,  from  the  21  st  January,  1857,  to  the  20th  Jan- 
uary, 1858 ;  which  policy  was  underwritten  by  the  plaintiff  for  2002., 
also  by  a  person  of  the  name  of  Thornton  for  80002.,  and  some  others. 
The  policy  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  stated  the  insurance  to  be 
entered  into  by  the  defendant  "  as  well  in  his  own  name,  as  for  and  in 
the  name  and  names  of  all  and  every  other  person  or  persons  to  whom 
the  same  doth,  may,  or  shall  appertain,  in  part  or  in  all ;"  the  value 
being  fixed  at  11,0002.,  namely,  70002.  on  the  hull  and  materials,  and 
40002.  on  the  machinery.  The  insurance  was  effected  by  the  defend- 
ant through  the  agency  of  Messrs.  Hodges  k  Johnson,  insurance 
brokers,  the  latter  of  whom  was  a  member  of  Lloyds.  At  the  time 
of  the  insurance  the  ship  was  abroad  under  a  polioy  from  the  20th 
January,  1866,  to  20th  January,  1857,  and,  a  few  days'previous  to  the 
execution  of  the  present  policy,  the  defendant  received  a  letter  from 
the  captain  dated  6th  January,  1857,  from  Carthagena  in  Spain,  stating 
that  on  the  2d  of  that  month  she  had  gone  aground  in  the  bay  of 
Almeria,  when  she  sprang  a  serious  leak,  and  had  reached  Carthagena 
in  a  sinking  state,  at  which  place  she  was  then  undergoing  repair. 
*4261  ^^^  information  the  defendant  sent  to  Lloyds,  where  entry 
^  *was  made  of  it  in  the  book,  and  the  plaintiff  became  aware  of 
the  fact;  but  at  the  time  of  effecting  the  policy  he  did  not  know  that 
the  defendant  had  received  such  a  letter  from  the  captain ;  for  the  de- 
fendant having  been  induced  to  believe  that  the  statements  in  the 
letter  were  exaggerated,  and  knowing  that  the  ship  would  be  repaired 
under  the  previous  insurance,  did  not  think  it  necessary  to  communi- 
cate them  to  the  underwriters.  The  ship  was  totally  lost  in  October, 
1867,  and  in  December  of  that  year  the  amount  for  which  the  plaintiff 
had  underwritten  the  policy  was  paid  by  him  to  the  defendant 
Thornton,  however,  who  had  also  underwritten  the  policy,  refused  to 
pay  his  share  of  the  loss,  and  an  action  was  brought  against  him  by 
the  present  defendant ;  in  the  course  of  which  the  circumstance  of  the 
receipt  of  the  captain's  letter  having  come  to  light,  the  defendant  in 
that  action  succeeded,  on  the  around  that  the  policy  was  void,  a 
material  &ct  having  been  conceiued  from  the  insurers  by  the  assured. 
See  Russell  v.  Thornton,  4  H.  &  N.  788,t  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer 
Ohamber,  6  Id.  140.    The  proceedings  in  Russell  v.  Thornton  having 

S'ven  publicity  to  the  fact  that  that  letter  had  been  received  by  the 
fendant  before  the  policy  was  executed,  the  present  plaintiff  made 
application  to  him  to  have  the  amount  which  he  nad  paid  on  the  policy 
returned.  With  this  the  defendant  refbsed  to  comply,  and  this  action 
was  accordingly  brought.  Before  it  was  commenced,  and  before  he 
had  reoeivjed  any  notice .  front  the. plaintiff,  of  his  claim  to  be  repaid, 
the  defendant  had  transmitted  to  his  principals  the  whole  of  the  money, 
amounting  in  all  to  80002.,  which  he  had  received  from  the  various 
*±0Ti  uuuerwriters  on  this  policy,  with  the  ^exception  of  two  sums 
^^'•1  of  6071  &s.  lOcL  and  6082.  10s.  lid.  The  first  of  these  he 
accounted  for  with  his  principals  thus:  he  had  a  claim  against  them 
for  disbursements  and  commission,  and  in  his  account  delivered  at  the 
end  of  the  year  he  entered  that  sum  of  6072L  8^.  lOd.  to  their  credit, 
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tad  stTQck  tbe  balance,  which  proved  in  their  favour,  and  credited 
them  with  that  balance  in  the  next  year's  account,  both  of  which 
sooounts  were  accepted  and  ratified  by  the  principals.  The  latter  sum 
He  bad,  by  the  authority  of  his  principals,  applied  towards  the  pay- 
ment of  the  expenses  of  the  action  of  Bussell  i;.  Thornton,  which 
amounted  to  nearly  lOOOL 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  left  to  the  jury  to  say  whether  the  omission 
bj  the  defendant  to  communicate  the  contents  of  the  captain^s  letter 
to  the  underwriters  was  done  with  a  fraudulent  intention  to  deceive. 
The  jury  having  found  in  the  negative,  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the 
defendant ;  with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
himself  for  2002..  or  such  other  sum  as  the  Court  should  direct,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  upon  the  fiicts  proved,  he  was  entitled 
to  recover  back  the  sum  paid  by  him  to  the  defendant  in  ignorance 
of  the  letter ;  the  Court  having  power  to  draw  inferences  of  fact. 

Bovillf  in  Easter  Term,  1861,  obtained  a  rule  accordingly. 

This  rule  was  argued  during  the  Term,  on  the  80th  may :  before 
Cockburn,  C.  J.,  and  Wightman  and  Blackburn,  Js. 

Lush  and  Waikin  WilUama  showed  cause. — K  this  ^action  r^Aog 
had  been  brought  against  the  owners  of  the  ship,  the  plaintiff  ^ 
would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  back  this  money  as  paid  under  a 
mistake  of  fact ;  for  Bussell  v.  Thornton,  4  H.  &  N.  788, t(a)  has  decided 
that  the  non-communication  of  the  captain's  letter  to  the  underwriters 
was  an  act  vitiating  the  policy.  But  the  defendant  was  only  an  agent 
acting  for  the  owners  of  the  ship :  and  the  rule  of  law  deducible  from 
the  cases  is  that,  where  an  agent  who  has  received  money  for  his  . 
principal  pays  it  over  to  the  principal,  bon&  fide  and  without  notice 
to  the  contrary  from  the  party  paying,  the  agent  is  not  liable  to  refund 
if  it  turns  out  to  have  been  paid  through  mistake  of  fiict,  but  the  party 
leeking  to  recover  it  back  must  sue  the  principal :  BuUer  v.  Harrison, 
Cowp.  565;  Cox  v.  Prentice,  3  Mau.  k  S.  844;  Murray  v.  Mann,  2 
Excb.  538  ;t  Bone  v.  Ekless,  5  H.  &  N.  925.t  And  the  same  rule 
holds  although  the  agent  has  not  actually  paid  the  money  to  the  prin* 
cipal, — it  is  enough  if  the  aeent  has  altered  his  position,  on  the  faith 
of  being  allowed  credit  for  the  money :  Skyring  v.  Greenwood,  4  B.  & 
C.  281  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  10).  Here  the  agent  has  actually  transmitted 
to  the  principal  part  of  the  money ;  some  more  has  been  allowed  in 
account  between  them ;  and  the  residue  has,  with  the  consent  of  the 
principal,  been  appropriated  by  the  agent  in  part  liquidation  of  a  debt 
incuntxi  by  the  agent  in  bringing  an  action  for  the  principal.  It 
makes  no  difference  whether  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  defendant  was 
aa  agent  or  not ;  but,  if  that  point  is  material,  the  evidence  shows  that 
he  *did  know  it.  AH  this  is  in  accordance  with  the  principle  r*Aog 
laid  down  by.  Lord  Mansfield  in  Moses  v.  Macferlan,  2  Burr.  ^ 
1005, 1012,  that  the  action,  for  money  had  and  received  "  lies  only  for  ' 
money  which,  ex  aequo  et  bono,  the  defendant  ought  to  refund." 

Biwill  and  Monyman,  in  support  of  the  rule. — ^The  first  answer  to 
tht  general  argument  on  the  other  side  is,  that  the  defendant  cannot 
he  looked  upon  as  a  mere  agent.  He  was  a  principal,  or  at  least  may 
be  treated  as  such :  for  he  employed  brokers  to  effect  this  policy,  it  was 
eflfected  in  his  name,  the  moneys  due  on  the  policy  were  paid  to  him, 

(a)  Afflrmed  on  •rror,  0  Id.  140. 
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aii4  k«  braugbt  an  acftioa  in  Us  ewu  name  agaiiifit  one  of  the  uncbr 
writefB  who  refused  to  pay.  The  aeeood  answer  is  that  the  rule  of 
law  respeoting  the  liability  of  agents^  as  stated  by  the  other  side,  does 
not  apply  where  the  asent  was  we  perscm  who  knew  the  &ct  the  sup* 
pression  of  which  vitiated  the  policy :  &iowdon  v.  Davis,  1  Taunt 
859 ;  Oates  v.  Hudson,  6  Exch.  846  ;t  Parker  v.  The  Bristol  Bailway 
Qompany,  6  Sxch.  708  :t  and  it  makes  no  difierenee  that  the  sup- 
pression was  not  with  fraudulent  intent  on  his  part  In  Carter  i^, 
boehra,  8  Burr.  1905,  Lord  Hansfleld  says,  p.  1909,  "  The  special 
fcots,  upon  which  the  contingent  chance  is  to  be  oomputed,  lie  most 
commonlv  in  the  knowledge  of  the  insured  only :  the  underwriter 
trusts  to  his  representation,  and  prooeeds  upon  confidence  that  be  does 
not  keep  baok  any  drouffistance  ia  his  knowledge,  to  mislead  the 
underwriter  into  a  belief  that  the  oircunistance  does  not  exist,  and  to 
induce  him  to  estimate  the  riak,  as  if  it  did  not  exist.  The  keeping 
0AQrn  *back  such  circumstance  is  k  fraud,  and  therefore  the  policy  is 
^  void.''  Every  man  must  be  suppoaad  to  know  the  law :  Bilbie 
V.  Lumley,  2  East  w9.  Where  an  auctianeer  pays  over  to  his  prin- 
cipal the  deposit-money  reoeived  from  a  purchaser,  the  purchaser  may 
sue  the  auctioneer  to  recover  it  baok,  if  a  good  tide  cannot  be  made; 
Edwards  v.  Hodding,  5  Taunt.  815  (S.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  1);  firay  v. 
Gottoridge,  8  Car.  &  P.  40  (E.  G.  L.  K  vol  14).  [BiiAOKBubn,  J.— 
There  the  auctioneer  paid  over  money  which  he  had  no  right  to  paj 
over.  He  was  a  stakenolder,  and  should  have  held  the  money  until 
his  agency  was  determined,  whereas  he  took  upon  himself  to  deter^ 
,  aiine  it  prematurely.    Wi0HTMAK,  J. — Those  cases  do  hot  apply.] 

At  least  the  plaintiff  ia  entitled  to  recover  the  sums  not  actually 
paid  over  by  the  defendant  to  the  principal.  BuUer  v.  Harrison, 
Qowp.  6(15,  and  Oox  v.  Prentice,  8  Mau.  k  S.  844^  which  are  relied  ou 
by  tne  other  side,  show  this;  and  Sweeting  v.  Fearce,  7  G.  B.  N.  S. 
449  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  97),  is  to  the  same  effect    Skyring  i;^  Greenwood, 

4  B.  &  G.  281  (E.  G.  L.  R  vol.  10)^  is  inconaistont  with  the  subsequent 
oase  of  Dails  t;;.  Lloyd,  12  Q,  B.  581  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  04).  ^laok- 
BUBV,  J.,  referred  to  Livingatone  v.  Whiting,  15  Q.  B.  722  (£.  C.  L. 
B,  vol.  69).]  In  Story  on  Agency,  §  800,  the  hw  is  thus  laid  down. 
''The  liability  of  agents  to  third  persons,  on  eontraots,  may  alsaarifle> 
flrom  acts  d<me;  or  refused  to  oe  done,  by  such  agents.  Thus,  for 
example,  if  a  party,  wha  has  paid  •money  to  an  agent  for  the  use  of 
his  principal,  becomes  entitled  to  reclill  it,  he  may,  upon  notide  to  the 
agent,  recall  it,  provided  the  ageiit  has  not  paid  it  over  to  his  jmnoi- 
'''4311  ^*  ^"^  ^^^  provided  %q  change  has  taken  place  in  the  '^situa^ 

4  tion  of  the  agent  since  the  paym^it  to  him^  before  such  notice. 
^  The  meif^  faet  that  the  agent  has  passed  such  mcaey  in  account  with 
his  principal,  or  that  he  has  made  a  rest  in  Us  accoonis,  wi^out  any 
new  credit  being  given  to  the  principal,  will  not  of  itself  he  sufficient 
to  entitle  the  agent  to  retain  the  money,  when  the  party  entitled  to 
recall  it  demands  iK  But  if  a  new  credit  has  been  given  to.  the  prin- 
eipal  since  the  payment^  or  if  bills  have  been  aeceptii,  or  if  advancos 
have  been  made,  on  the  footing  of  it,  the  payment  cannot  be  recMdled.^ 

5  Cut.  adv.  vuU.- 
The  judgment  of  the  Gourt  vras  now  delivered  by 
GoGKBURN,  G.  J. — ^This  is  an  action  brought  agamst  the  defendant 


1  BEST  ft  SMIIH.    Q.B-  411 

a  whose  nime  an  lanurtttce  fatd  hwn  effected  oa  a  forsign  reasel*: 
oilied  The  Batjadingen,  to  reoorer  baok  a  sum  of  monej  paid  bj  the 
plaintiff  as  one  of  the  insarers,  in  ignoranoe  of  a  oertaia  fact  the  effed 
of  which  had  been  to  make  the  insurance  voidable,  namelj,  the  omie* 
gioD  of  the  defendant  to  communicate  at  the  time  of  procuring  the 
policy  (which  was  a  time  policy),  ia&rmation  he  had  received  that 
the  vessel  had  got  on  shore  ana  had  sustained  material  damage.  It 
was  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  that  all  question  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  policy  was  concluded  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  in  the  case  of  Bussell  v.  Thornton,  4  H.  &  N.  788,t  and 
that,  if  the  insurance  had  been  effected  by  the  defendant  as  principaly 
the  amount  paid  by  the  plaintiff  would  nave  been  recoverable  back 
from  him  in  this  aetioa.  The  defence  rested  on  the  fact  that  the  de-* 
fendant,  in  effecting  the  insupaBoe  in  the  name  of  ^himself  r*^^ 
and  those  whom  it  might  oonoem,  had  in  reality  acted  only  as  ^ 
the  agent  of  the  fereign  owners,  not.  being  himself  intsrested  in  the 
ikip,  and  that^  having  received  the  pigments  on  the  insurance  as  their 
agenty  he  had  either  transmitted  the  amount  or  expended  it  by  thei? 
ditection^  or  had  given  them  credit  for  it  in  an  account  finally  settled 
between  liira  and  them,  prior  to  any  notice  of  olgeotion  by  the  plains 
tiff  to  his  parting  with  the  money. 

It  appeared  that  the  d^ndant>  having  received  on  the  policy,  which 
was  effeeted  for  11,000{.,  sums  amounting  to  80002.,  haa  transmitted 
that  amount  to  his  principals,  minus  two  sums,  one  of  60721  8«.  lOdL^ 
aad  the  other  o(  6082.  IO9.  lldL  The  former  of  these  two  sums  he  had 
allowed  in  account  with  his  principals  in  respect  of  a  claim  of  his  own 
against  tbem  for  disbursements  ana  commission ;  the  latter  he  had  ret 
tained  by  their  authority,  to  defray  the.  expenses  of  the  suit  a&ainsi 
•Thornton  for  the  amount  underwritten  for  on  the  policy  by  the  latter. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  was  contended  that  the  case  cam4 
within  the  principle  that  an  agent  having  received  money  on  account 
of  his  principal  and  naid  it  over  to  the  principal  without  notice  to  the 
oontrary,  is  absolvea  feom  responsibility  to  toe  party  from  whom  he 
received  it;  and  that  the  defendant,  having  received  the  money  as 
agent  and  paid  it  to,  or  on  account  of  his  principals,  or  allowed  it  con* 
elosively  in  account  with  them,  without  any  notice  of  revocation; 
eaold  not  be  called  upon  to  refund.  To  this  it  was  answered  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  tnat,  the  policy  having  been  effected  in  the  name 
of  the  defendant,  the  payment  must  be  taken  to  have  been  made  to 
him  as  principal.  With  reference  to  this  point,  we  *are  of  rtA^ii 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  fliils  upon  the  facts.  Not  only  is  it  I-  . 
dear  that  the  defendant  was  acting  solely  as  agent,  but  (the  Ck)urt 
having  power  to  draw  inferences  of  fiact)  we  are  of  opinion  that  the 
I^intiff  was  aware  that  the  defendant  was  acting  as  agent  for  the 
fereign  owners,  and,  as  such,  made  to  him  the  payment  of  the  money 
he  now  seeks  to  recover  back.  It  is,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  con*- 
sider  the  proposition  oontended  for  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  that  the 
aere  fact  of  the  defendant  having  been  an  agent  would  have  be^ 
sufficient  to  raise  this  defence,  even  if  the  plaintiff  had  not  known  him 
to  be  such  at  the  time  the  pavment  was  made. 

Secondly,  it  was  contendea  for  the  plaintiff  tbat,  although  the  jury 
have  negatived  any  intentional  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  yot 
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B8  the  suppression  of  a  material  fact  whereby  the  policy  became 
yitiated  was  throughout  known  to  the  defendant,  the  receipt  of  the 
money  and  the  transmission  of  it  to  his  principals  could  not  be  held 
to  be  other  than  a  fraud  in  law,  and  that  the  defendant  must  be  con- 
aidered  as  in  the  same  position  as  though  he  had  received  notice  not 
to  pay  over  the  money  on  the  ground  that  the  policy  had  been  found 
to  be  open  to  the  exception  now  taken.  To  this  contention  we  tbink 
a  sufficient  answer  is  afforded  by  the  combined  facts,  first,  that  the 
proceedings  of  the  defendant  were  throughout  bonfi  fide — ^he  haring 
been  led  to  believe  that  the  representation  of  the  master  as  to  the 
damage  the  ship  had  sustained  was  exaggerated,  and  also  that,  as  the 
damage  would  be  made  good  under  a  prior  insurance,  its  existence 
need  not  be  communicated  on  the  proposal  for  the  new  policy ;  and, 
secondly,  that  the  effect  of  the  concealment  complained  of  was  not  te 
♦4341  *'"*^®  ^^^  policy  void,  but  voidable  only.    Under  these  cir- 

-^  cumstances  the  defendant,  receiving  the  money  for  his  princi* 
pals,  not  only  without  any  notice  that  exception  would  be  taken  to 
the  policy,  but,  further,  with  a  full  belief  that  none  would  be  taken, 
did  no  more  than  discharge  his  duty  in  handing  over  the  money.  We 
see  no  reason,  therefore,  to  exclude  him  from  the  benefit  of  tne  rule 
that  an  agent  receiving  money  on  account  of  his  principal  and  payinff 
it  over  to  the  principal,  without  notice  to  the  contrary,  is  protected 
against  any  claim  which  the  party  from  whom  it  was  received  would 
have  had  if  the  money  had  still  remained  in  his  hands.  When  money 
so  paid  to  an  agent  has  once  been  bonfi  fide  parted  with,  without 
notice,  the  liability  of  the  agent  ceases,  and  the  claim  of  the  party 
paying  it  can  be  enforced  only  against  the  principal  to  whom  the 
money  has  been  handed  over. 

The  arguments  we  have  thus  far  been  considering  have  reference  to 
the  entire  amount  received  by  the  defendant.  But,  it  was  further  con- 
tended on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  that,  even  if  the  foregoing  rule  should 
be  held  to  protect  the  defendant  as  to  the  amount  which  he  had 
actually  transmitted  to  his  principals,  the  two  sums  of  6071.  S«.  lOtL 
and  6082.  10s.  lid. — the  first  of  which  be  had  retained  to  satisfy  his 
own  claim  on  his  principals,  the  second  to  meet  the  expenses  of  the 
action  against  Thornton — stood  on  a  different  footing,  and  that,  as  to 
these  sums,  the  defendant,  not  having  actually  parted  with  them,  was 
still  liable  to  the  plaintiff. 

As  to  the  first  of  these  sums  we  were  pressed  on  the  argument  with 
the  authority  of  the  cases  of  BuUer  v.  Harrison,  Gowp.  565,  and  Cox 
*4351   ^'  Prentice,  8  Mau.  &  *  S.  844,  in  which  it  was  *held  that  an 

-»  agent  having  merely  carried  money  received  by  him  to  the 
credit  of  the  principal  in  a  debtor  and  creditor  account,  although  be 
had  transmitted  such  account  to  the  principal,  still  remained  liable  to 
the  party  by  whom  the  money  had  been  paid  and  who  on  sufficient 
cause  demanded  its  repayment.  While  we  fully  recognise  tlie  autho* 
rity  of  these  cases,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  present  case  stands  on  a 
different  footing.  In  those  cases,  the  account  being  still  open  between 
(he  parties,  the  position  of  the  agent  was  not  prejudiced  by  having  to 
refund  the  money.  In  the  present  case  the  defendant,  having  a  claim 
against  his  principals,  transmits  to  them  an  account  made  up  to  the 
end  of  the  year,  in  which  giving  them  credit  for  the  amount  received 
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on  this  policy,  he  debits  them  with  the  amount  of  his  claim,  and 
strikes  a  balance  which  proves  to  be  in  their  £Eivour.  With  this 
balance  he  credits  them  m  a  further  account  for  the  ensuing  year, 
which  accoimt  was  afterwards  transmitted  to  them  in  due  course 
Both  accounts  were  adopted  and  agreed  to  by  the  principals.  The 
account  thus  became  a  settled  account  between  the  parties ;  and  the 
transaction  is  iu  effect  the  same  as  though  the  agent  had  paid  over  the 
whole  amount  to  the  principals  and  had  received  back  the  amount  of 
his  daim.  He  cannot,  any  more  than  he  could  in  the  case  lastly  put, 
call  upon  the  principals  to  pay  over  again ;  and  he  ought,  thereK>re, 
to  he  equally  held  free  from  liability  to  the  opposite  party. 

The  question  as  to  the  sum  of  6087.  10^.  lid.  expended  in  the 
prosecution  of  the  action  against  Thornton  appears  to  us  free  from 
difficulty.  This  sum,  which  it  may  be  assumed  would  otherwise  have 
heen  transmitted  to  the  principals,  was  by  their  assent  and  desire 
retained  for  the  purpose  *of  its  oeing  applied  to  the  carrying  r^Aoa 
on  of  a  suit  bonfi  fide  instituted  and  prosecuted  on  their  behalf  '- 
This  expenditure,  having  been  made  by  the  direction  of  the  princi- 
pals, is,  therefore,  equivalent  to  a  payment  actually  made  to  them ; 
and  the  defendant  must  be  considered  in  the  same  position  as  though 
be  had  handed  over  the  amount. 

Our  judgment  is  based  throughout  on  the  assumption,  as  fully 
warranted  by  the  finding  of  the  jury  and  the  evidence,  that  the 
defendant  acted  all  along  bon&  fide,  and  without  knowledge  of  any 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  to  his  parting  with  the  money 
to  or  on  account  of  his  principals.  Although  the  defendant  made  the 
&tal  mistake  of  withholding  the  information  he  had  received  as  to 
the  state  of  the  ship,  the  jury  have  found  that  he  did  so  without  any 
intention  of  fraud ;  nor  was  any  objection  put  forward  by  the  insurers, 
who  had  paid  on  the  policy  till  after  the  trial  of  the  action  of  Busseli 
V.  Thornton,  4  H.  &  N.  Y88t,(a)  in  which  the  ground  of  exception 
was  for  the  first  time  disclosed.  The  appropriation  of  the  money 
had  in  the  mean  time  been  made  by  the  defenaant  without  knowledge 
of  the  groand  of  exception,  or  that  the  policy  was  liable  to  be 
avoided,  still  less  that  tne  plaintiff  would  seek  to  repudiate  the  con- 
tract 

Under  these  circumstances  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant 
cannot  be  called  upon  to  refund,  and  consequently  that  this  rule  must 
be  discharged.  Rule  discharged. 

($)  Afflnnad  on  trror,  6  Id.  140. 
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tbaUr  and  HrvatU. — NegUffemee  of  nuuter, — Partners.— Joini  liabiliijf. — ScifUiUa  of 

evidence. 

Dvekwatleii  itated  that  defMdaata  wan  ownon  of  a  eoal-mlae,  ud  ptaiaUff  wai  amplojad 
W  dgfandanta  as  a  oollior  in  Uia  mine,  and  in  Uia  oouno  of  hia  employmont  it  was  necostarj 
it€  hiaa  €o  doseond  and  aseand  tbrong h  a  sbaft  eonstrnotad  by  defendants ;  that  by  tbe  neglt- 
of  Aatedantf  tha  ihaft  was  oonitraetod  wuafolj,  and  was,  by  reason  of  not  being  snfi* 
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tfnily  HttM  er  MMd,  fai  M  «iiMft  eondHioii,  wWek  Mted«ils  w«ll  ka«v:  «a4>7tMti8«f 
t6e  fntoiHMf  and  lUso  hj  reMon,  m  4«foBdi]itc  well  ko«Wy  of  no  fttfloitDt  or  proper  afftgttm 
hATing  boen  provided  by  defendtnU  to  protoet  plaintiff  from  ii^jnrief  wsiiig  from  tbe  votaii 
fttate  of  tbe  sbafl,  a  stone  fell  ^m  tbe  iide  of  tbe  i^aft  ^n  tbe  bead  of  tbe  plaintiff,  tad  be 
was  dan^roDsly  wounded.  Plea,  not  gallty.  At  Ibe  trial  It  was  proved  Ibat  8.,  enoef  Ifai 
liro  defendants,  was  Manager  of  tbe  'mlM»  Md  tifat  It  i*s  iverfefld  «ad«f  bis  persopd  rapsr - 
intandenee ;  and  tbat  tbe  plaintiff  was  not  aware  of  Ibe  staAa  of  tbe  abaft  Tbe  jaiy  litaad 
tbat  tbe  defendai)ts  were  guilty  of  personal  negligence.    Held^ 

1.  On  motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  tbat  on  tbts  finding  of  tb6  jury  8.  was  liable,  and  ihere- 
fbre  tbe  otber  defendant  was  liable  also. 

S.  On  motioa  tai  arreet  of  judgment,  tbat  tbe  deetamilioB  vast  be  taken  to  all^e  perseud 
kaewledge  in  tbe  defendants  of  tbe  state  of  tbe  abaft,  and  tbeiefora  tbo  action  was  maiatrfa- 
able. 

8.  Per  Crompton,  J. — The  deotrlne  that  if  there  is  only  a  seintilla  of  eridence  for  tbe  Jory, 
the  verdict  of  tbe  Jury  is  not  to  be  disturbed,  is  now  exploded. 

Thb  dedaratiD&  stated  that  the  dtfinidaiitSy  «t  the  time  of  tbe  oom* 
mitting  of  the  grievances  thereinafter  memioned,  were  the  owners  of 
a  oertain  eoaLmine,  and  the  plaintiff  was  employed  by  the  defendatits 
as  a  collier,  to  do  certain  work  for  the  defendants  in  the  said  mine» 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment  il  was  neoeasary  for  him  to 
descend  into  the  said  mine^  and  ascend  Iherefirom,  through  a  certain 
shaft  of  the  said  mine,  also  constructed  by  the  defendants.  It  then 
alleged  that,  by  the  negligence  and  fenlt  elf  the  defendants^  the  shaft 
was  coBstmcted  unsafely,  and  in  a  defeotite  and  improper  manner, 
and  was,  by  reason  of  not  being  snfficienily  lined  or  cased,  in  an 
unsafe  and  nn^t  condition  feir  being  naed  for  the  purpose 


*4S81  ^^^  ^^®  defendants  well  knew ;  and  by  reason  of  the  *pre- 
^  mises,  and  also  by  reason^  ns  ibe  defendatits  well  knew,  of  no 
enfficient  or  proper  apparatus  having  been  provided  by  the  defcndattts 
to  protect  the  plaintiff  while  so  employed  by  themi  in  the  mine  as 
aforesaid,  from  injnriea  arising  from  the  unsafe  sta^  of  the  shaft, 
.while  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  course  of  his  employment,  asoendisg 
the  shaft,  a  large  stone  fell  from  the  ttde  of  the  shaft  on  the  head  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  thereby  the  plaintiff  waa  dangerously  wounded,  &a 

Plea,  not  guilty. 

On  the  trial,  before  Keating,  J.,  at  the  LcbI  Assises  for  Yorkahira 
in  1861,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  wis 
a  pitman  in  the  employment  of  the  defendants,  who  were  owners  of  a 
colliery  at  Brightaide,  near  Sheffield.  The  defendant  Shaw  was  the 
manager  of  the  colliery^  and  it  was  worked  uAder  his  personal  super* 
intcndenoe.  The  shaft  in  which  the  injury  was  received  by  the 
plaintiff  had  been  sunk  about  six  years,  and,  until  June,  1859,  it  had 
been  used  as  an  air-shaft,  with  fire  at  the  bottom,  for  causing  a 
draught  upwards :  it  was  then  converted  into,  and  at  the  time  of  tbe 
accident  in  May,  1860,  was  used  as  a  drawing  shaft.  It  passed 
through  several  strata,  one  of  which  was  argillaceous  stone,  called 
**  bind."  The  **  bind,"  under  the  action  of  the  air  and  heat,  when 
the  shaft  was  used  as  fn  air-shaft^  would  be  subgeol  to  crambb 
and  fall ;  and  when  it  was  converted  into  a  drawing  shaft,  it  would 
have  been  safer  to  have  cased  or  lined  it  throughout  In  fact  only  i 
portion  of  the  shaft  at  the  top,  and  another  portion  at  the  bottom, 
W^fo  ea^  or  lined.  In  order  to  protect  the  men  from  anytfaitff 
felling  from  the  sides  of  the  shaft,  while  ascending  or  ^escending^  it  M 


4  common  preoaution  lo  put  metal  ooTerings,  ^called  r^AM 
"bonnets,"  over  the  cages  in  which  the  men  were  let  down  or  ^ 
drawn  np.  Two  **  bonnets"  had  b^n  provided  by  the  defendant ;  but 
neither  of  them  was  ever  the  cage  in  which  the  pkintiff  was  Jbeing 
drawn  np  at  the  time  he  received  the  injnry.  The  plaintiff  had  been 
in  the  employment  <^  the  defendants  about  three  years  ago ;  he  then 
left,  and  returned  to  them  about  a  fortnight  before  the  accident.  He 
did  not  know  that  the  shaft  was  not  cased  or  lined  all  the  way. 
Evidence  was  given  for  the  defendants  to  show  that  they  exercised 
the  same  ordinary  care  and  vigilance  as  was  used  in  collieries  in  the 
neighbourhood  to  keep  the  shafts. safe;  that  the  shaft  had  been  safiely 
ased  fbr  six  years  before  the  accident,  and  without  remonstrance  or 
notice  to  them  that  it  was  dangerous^  Upon  the  evidence  it  was 
doubtful  whether  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  was  caused  by  the  falling 
of  "bind"  from  the  sides  of  the  shaft,  or  by  the  plaintiff's  head  strik- 
ing one  of  the  stays  in  the  shaft.  Independently  of  this  question  of 
lact»  it  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  that  the  defendants  knew  that  the  shaft  was  not  in  a  condi- 
tion fit  to  be  used,  nor  any  evidence  of  personal  negligence  on  their 
part  The  learned  Judge  having  declined  to  nonsuit,  the  jury  found 
that  the  defendants  were  guilty  of  personal  negligiBnoe  both  as  to  the 
state  of  the  shaft  and  as  to  the  cage  not  being  covered  with  a  bonnet; 
and  gave  a  verdict  lor  the  plaintiff  for  150/.  Leave  was  reserved  to 
Ae  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  if  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury. 

In  the  following  Easter  Term, 

MofA  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause  accordingly,  or  in  arrest  of 
judgmeot  on  the  ground  that  the  declaration  did  not  show  any  cause 
of  action. 

^Manisty  and  Quoin  showed  cause. — First,  both  the  defend-   r«44A 
ants  are  liable.    Though  the  defenduit  Shaw  was  acting  as  ^ 
manager,  he  was  alao  acting  as  a  pai^tner,  and  the  negligence  c^  qoi» 

Ertner  is  imputable  to  the  other ;  so  that,  if  the  defendant  Shaw  is 
ble,  the  defendant  Unwin  is  liable  also:  Ashworth  t;.  Stanwix,  30 
L.  J.  Q.  B.  183 ;  S.  0.  7  Jur.  N.  S.  467.  Now  there  was  reasonable 
eridence  for  the  jury  both  as  to  the  cause  of  the  accident  and  of  per- 
aoaal  negligence  in  the  defendant  Shaw.  There  was  a  statutory  duty 
im  the  defendants  to  case  or  line  the  shaft.  Bv  rule  4  of  the  Genertu 
Bules  to  be  observed  in  every  coal-mine  by  the  owner,  contained  in 
asct.  4  of  Stat.  18  &  19  Viet.  c.  108,  "Every  working  and  pumping 
pit  or  shaft  where  the  natural  strata  under  ordinary  circumstaooeii 
are  not  safe  shall  be  securely  cased  or  lined." 

Secondly,  the  declaration  states  a  good  cause  of  action,  by  alleging 
IMgligence  in  the  defendants.  If  Uie  plaintiff  knew  the  insecure  st^ 
of  die  shaft,  or  of  the  machinery,  ana  took  the  risk  upon  himself,  so 
la  to  exempt  the  master,  aeoording  to  the  decision  in  Priestlev  v« 
Fowler.  3  M.  &  W.  l,t  the  allegation  that  the  accident  was  causedi  by 
the  negligence  of  the  defendants  would  not  be  supported.  In  Roberts 
p.  Smith,  2  H.  &  N.  213,t  where  the  Exchequer  Chamber  held  that 
there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jurv  that  the  accident  was  caused  \fy 
ihe  megligenoe  of  the  defendants,  the  declaration  did  not  contain  9m 
alleipttion  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  know  the  bad  condition  of  (li# 
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pat-Ioes.    The  rule  of  pleading  is  that  each  pleading  should  contain 
a  good  primfi  facie  case. 

T.  Jones  (of  the  Northern  Circuit),  contri. — ^First,  the  finding  of 

♦4411  *^®  ^^^^*  ^^**  *^®  iiy^ry  to  the  plaintiff  was  *caused  by  the 
■J  falling  of  the  "bind,"  was  unreasonable.  [Blackburn,  J.— 
On  the  question  of  entering  a  nonsuit,  we  must  take  the  case  as  it 
stands  upon  the  evidence  for  the  plaiati£]  There  was  no  reasonable 
evidence  in  support  of  the  declaration.  The  declaration  alleges  that 
the  defendants  knew  that  the  shaft  was  in  an  unsafe  condition 
[Blackburn,  J. — If  the  defendants  ought  to  have  known  that  it  was 
in  an  unsafe  condition  the  declaration  is  proved.] 

Secondly,  it  is  not  alleged  in  the  declaration  that  the  plaintiff  did 
not  know  the  state  of  the  shaft  and  of  the  machinery.  According  to 
the  doctrine  laid  down  in  Priestley  v.  Fowler,  8  M.  &  W.  l,t  a  master 
is  not  liable  to  his  servant  for  injury  which  he  receives  in  the  service, 
where  the  servant  enters  into  the  service  with  a  knowledge  of  the  risk 
of  injury  which  he  incurs.  The  principle  in  that  case,  and  in  Wig- 
more  V.  Jay,  6  Exch.  854,t  is  that  the  servant  accepts  those  risks  of 
the  service.  [Grompton,  J. — In  Bartonshill  Coal  Company,  apps., 
JEteid,  resp.,  8  Macq.  266,  288,  Lord  Cranworth  states  it  as  "a  principle 
established  by  many  cases  that,  when  a  master  employs  his  servant  in 
a  work  of  danger,  he  is  bound  to  exercise  due  care  in  order  to  have 
his  tackle  and  machinery  in  a  safe  and  proper  condition."  Whether, 
if  injury  accrued  to  a  servant  so  employed,  it  would  be  sufficient  to 
show  that  the  master  had  not  put  his  tackle  and  machinery  in  a  safe 
and  proper  condition,  it  is  not  necessary  in  this  case  to  consider; 
because  the  declaration  alleges  that  there  was  knowledge  in  the  de- 
fendants that  thie  shaft  and  machinery  were  not  in  a  safe  state. 
Blackburn,  J. — The  declaration  in  Priestley  v.  Fowler  contained  no 
i^AAQi  B^^^  allegation ;  Lord  Abinger,  in  delivering  the  judgment  *of 
^  the  Court,  said,  p.  5,  "  As  the  declaration  contains  no  charge 
that  the  defendant  knew  any  of  the  defects  mentioned,  the  Court  is 
hot  called  upon  to  decide  how  far  such  knowledge  on  his  part  of  a 
defect  unknown  to  the  servant  would  make  him  liable."]  In  the  cases 
in  which  the  madter  has  been  held  liable,  there  have  been  special  cir- 
cumstances taking  them  out  of  the  general  rule.  In  Roberts  v.  Smith, 
in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  2  H.  &  N.  218,t  the  servant  had  no  reason 
to  suspect  the  bad  condition  of  the  putlogs :  the  master  entrapped  him 
into  the  use  of  them.  [Blackburn,  J.,  referred  to  Dynen  v.  Leach, 
26  L.  J.  N.  S.  Exch.  221.]  The  non-liabilitv  of  the  master  for  an 
injury  to  a  servant  from  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  is  an  appli- 
cation of  the  principle  in  Priestley  v.  Fowler ;  the  servant  enters  the 
service  with  a  knowledge  that  he  incurs  that  risk :  Wigmore  v.  Jay,  6 
Exch.  854  ;t  Wigget  v.  Fox,  11  Exch.  882.t  In  Tarrant  v.  Webb, 
18  C.  B.  797  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  86),  an  exception  to  the  rule  was  intro- 
duced where  the  master  was  guilty  of  want  of  care  in  the  selection  of 
proper  servants. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  had  gone  to  Chambers. 
•    Crompton,  J. — After  the  decision  of  this  Court  in  Ashworth  v. 
Stanwix,  80  L,  J.  Q.  B.  188,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  467,  which  I  think  was  a 
right  decision,  we  must  hold  that  if  the  defendant  Shaw  is  liable  for 
personal  negligence,  his  partner,  the  other  defendant,  is  liable  also. 
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The  first  qaestion  then  in  the  case  is,  whether  there  was  evidence 
to  go  to  the  jury  of  negligence  against  the  defendant  Shaw.  I  should 
have  arrived  at  a  different  conclusion  from  that  to  which  "^the  i-^aaq 
jury  came  upon  the  evidence  before  them,  but  there  could  be  - 
a  fresh  inquiry  only  on  payment  of  costs,  which  the  defendants,  acting 
I  doubt  not  wisely,  have  declined  to  ask  for.  The  doctrine  that,  if 
there  was  only  a  scintilla  of  evidence  for  the  jury,  the  verdict  is  not 
to  he  disturbed,  has  been  exploded; (a)  but  we  must  not,  on  that 
account,  promulgate  the  motion  that,  though  there  was  substantial 
evidence  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  we  will  send  a  case  down  again  and 
again ;  otherwise  we  may  do  away  with  trial  by  jury  altogether.  It 
would  be  going  too  far  to  say  that  there  was  no  case  for  the  jury  on 
this  evidence,  though  I  am  not  satisfied  that  the  verdict  was  right. 
[His  Lordship  commented  on  the  evidence.] 

Then,  it  is  said  that  the  case  fiftlls  within  the  principle  of  Priestley 
r.  Fowler,  3  M.  &  W.  l,t  and  that  class  of  cases  in  which  an  action 
against  the  master  has  been  held  not  maintainable.  I  have  thought 
that  case  rather  inconsistent  with  the  later  cases  on  the  subject;  but, 
considering  what  was  said  by  my  brothers  in  those  cases,  and  seeing, 
as  my  brother  Blackburn  nas  pointed  out,  that  the  declaration  in 
Priestley  v.  Fowler  contained  no  allegation  that  the  defendant  knew 
the  defects  in  the  van  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  placed,  I  conceive 
that  the  rule  laid  down  in  that  case,  that  a  servant  on  entering  the 
service  of  an  employer  takes  upon  himself  the  risks  of  the  service, 
does  not  apply  where  there  has  been  personal  negligence  in  the  master 
which  causes  the  injury  to  the  servant.  This  Court  said  so  in  Ash* 
worth  V.  Stanwix,  SO  L.  J.  Q.  B.  188,  S.  C.  7  Jur.  N.  S.  467 ;  r^AA± 
•and  in  Roberts  v.  Smith,  2  H.  &  N.  218, 218,t  in  the  Exchequer  •■  *** 
Chamber,  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  made  absolute,  upon  the  ground 
that  there  appeared  to  have  been  evidence  of  "  the  personal  interfere 
enoe  and  negligence  of  the  master."  In  Tarrant  v.  Webb,  18  C.  B. 
797  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  86),  the  Judges  said  that  want  of  oare  in  the 
selection  of  competent  servants  would  be  one  instance  of  negligence. 
The  same  law  is  laid  down  in  Ormond  v,  Holland,  E.  B.  &  E.  102  (E. 
C.  L.  R.  vol.  96),  where  the  master  did  not  personally  interfere,  and 
therefore  he  was  not  liable :  I  said,  p.  106,  "  I  think  that  the  rule  of 
law  kid  down  by  Mr.  Mill  is  accurate,  namely,  that  the  master  is  not 
liable  unless  there  be  personal  negligence  on  his  part,  which  negli- 
gence may  be  either  in  personally  interfering  in  the  work,  or  in 
selecting  the  servants  who  do  interfere."  Mr.  Jones  contends  that,  to 
render  the  master  liable,  there  must  be  actual  personal  interference  on 
his  part,  so  as  to  lay  a  trap  for  the  servant  in  the  particular  matter 
from  which  he  teceived  the  injury.  I  do  not  agree  to  that ;  I  think 
it  is  negligence  for  which  the  master  is  liable,  if  he  knows  that  the 
pachinery  or  tackle  to  be  used  by  the  persons  employed  by  him  is 
improper  or  unsafe,  and  notwithstanding  that  knowledge  sanctions  its 
use,  as  in  Roberts  v.  Smith,  2  H.  &  N.  218  :t  though  there  may  be  a 
doubt  as  to  his  liability  where  the  servant  is  aware  of  the  defective 
state  of  the  machinery,  and  so  may  be  presumed  to  have  taken  upon 

(a)  Sm  ATery  v.  Bowden,  in  error,  6  E.  A  B.  053,  96S,  973  (B.  C.  L.  R.  toI.  88) ;  Wheelton 
r.  Hardiflty,  8  E.  A  B.  233,  262  (E.  C.  L.  R.  voL  02) ;  Toomey  v.  The  LondoD,  Brighton,  and 
Be«th  Coaii  Railway  ComiMuiy,  3  C.  B.  N.  8. 140  (B.  0.  L.  B.  toL  01). 
B.  4  8.,  VOL.  I. — 17 
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IwBiflelf  the  i^x^  rifk  for  ih^  £i|ke  of  Bxfera  wages.  Dpien  v.  Leach, 
fi6  L.  J,  N.  SL  £!:(0h.  Stitl,  ii  the  oaae  most  in  fiftTour  of  Mr.  c/bnei'f 
l^rgameiit ;  but  th^it  wiui  dedded  befoiie  the  raoent  oaees  on  the  salijeet, 
and  in  that  eaae  the  workman  did  the  aot  whieh  directly  eaoaed  hia 

^4451  ^^^'  ^^^  ^^  koowifigiy  used  a  dangerons  'hnachine.  In  tkia 
*  ^  ca«e  the  e^idenceof  the  plaintiff  was,  that  he  did  not  know 
|hat  the  shaft  was  not  Imed  throug^ont.  The  principle  in  Priestley 
V,  Fowler,  8  M.  k  W.  l,t  is  sulgeei  to  the  exception  involved  in  the 
pase  which  X^oixl  Ahing^  said,  p.  6,  the  Court  was  not  called  npon  to 
daoide:  if  there  is  personal  negligeoee  in  the  master  he  is  liable,  and 
if  he  know0  the  defi^ts  whieh  eaose  the  injnry,  that  is  evidence  of 
neraonal  negliRence.  In  this  oase  there  is  some  evidence  of  sack 
Imowledg^i  ana  thM*efore  this  aotien  is  maintainable. 

This  disposes  of  the  other  pifft  of  the  rale  finr  arresting  the  jndg- 
96nt,  because^  if  the  declaration  is  dsfibotive  in  form,  it  might  be 
tq^red  by  amendment 

The  role  therefore  mnat  be  dis^iarged. 

Blackbuw,  J.7T-I  am  of  the  ^me  opinion.  The  verdict  appean 
tQ  ine  not  to  be  i^tisfactory ;  but  tiiere  was,  in  the  plaintiifs  case 
^oiigh  evidence  of  the  eaose  of  aetion  to  go  to  the  jury  and  that 
was  uncontradicted  by  the  evidenoe  for  the  defendants.  There  was 
fiertainly  some  evidence  from  whioh  the  jury  might  reasonably  draw 
the  conclusion  that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  "  bind"  &lling  upon 
the  plaintiff;  aod  the  sides  q£  ihe  shaft  wece  in  sndi  a  state  as  to  be 
some  evidence  of  negligence  in  the  defendant  Shaw  in  keeping  it 
unlined.  Then  Shaw,  one  of  the  defendants,  being  ^igaged  in  work- 
ing the  piine,  A^hwortb  v.  Stanwix,  80  L.  J.  Q.  B.  18S,  S.  C.  7  Jup. 
K.  S.  4Q7,  establishes  that,  if  he  is  liable  as  master,  the  other  defend- 
ant is  liable  as  m^ister  also.  We  cannot,  therefore,  make  the  rule 
absolute  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

^4461  ^'^^  question  therefore  U^  whether  the  defendant  Shaw  is 
^  liable.  In  Priestley  t;.  Fowler,  S  M.  ik  W.  l,t  the  objection,  as 
stated  by  XiOrd  Abinger,  p.  5,  was  "  that  from  the  mere  relation  of 
piaster  and  servant  no  contract,  and  therefore  no  duty,  could  be 
implied  on  the  part  of  the  master  to  cause  the  servant  to  be  safely 
ana  securely  carried^  or  to  make  the  master  liable  for  damage  to  the 
servant,  arising  from  any  vice  or  imperfection,  unknown  to  the  mas- 
ter, in  the  carriage,  or  in  the  mode  of  leading  or  conducting  it."  The 
ground  of  the  decision  is  that  there  was  no  warranty  on  the  part  of 
the  master  that  the  carriage  should  be  free  from  defects  or  that  no 
injury  should  happen  to  his  servant.  Much  reasoning  follows  in  Lord 
Abipiger^s  judgment)  which  introduced  a  new  branch  of  law,  viz^ 
that  the  master  is  not  liable  to  his  servant  for  the  misconduct  or 
negligence  of  others  who  serve  him.  .Boberts  v.  Smith,  2  H.  &  N. 
218,t  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  however,  establishes  that,  where 
the  injury  has  been  caused  by  the  persiHMd  interference  or  negligeooe 
of  the  master,  the  servant  mfkj  maintain  an  action  against  his  master. 
There  is  this  exception,  that  the  right  of  action  against  the  master 
does  not  extend  to  a  case  wh^w  tlu3  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant 
causes  the  injury:  the  master  is  not  identified  with  the  servant  for 
the  purpose  of  makiug  him  liable  for  the  servaut's  negligence.  There 
is  probably  anoth^  ej^^c^tiou  nhffBe  th^  |?aQks(<^  has  furnished  inatra- 
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iMnta  07  quiAiiiftqc  wliioh  axe  dai^evons,  but  the  flervant  knows  that 
they  are  dangeronSy  and  the  danger  is  so  normal  tihat  it  is  in  the  ordi- 
nary eoma^  c^  the  emj^oyment :  in  that  case  the  servant  cannot  com- 
plain of  an  injury  irhioh  he  has  sustained,  because  he  undertook  the 
employment  with  that  risk.  Dynen  v.  Leaoh,  26  L.  J.  N.  S.  Exch. 
221,  may  be  i^supported  on  that  ground ;  in  that  case  there  r^j^^ 
ira3  notning  to  ahow  that  the  master  knew,  and  that  the  ser-  ^  ^ 
yaot  did  not  know,  the  dangerous  state  of  the  machine ;  therefore  the 
plaintiff  was  in  the  position  of  a  aervant  takinjg  the  employment  with 
the  accompanying  nsk,  induced  to  do  so  by  high  wages.  In  this  case 
there  was  such  evidence;  and  therefore  die  ground  of  non-liability 
does  Qot  apply. 

The  quWticm  on  the  rule  .for  arresting  the  judgment  is  the  same  as 
tliat  we  haye  boon  disQUBsing:  the  declaration  must  be  understood  to 
all^e  that,. by  the  personal  negligence  of  the  defendants,  the  shaft 
vas  in  an  ^nwtfe  atate,  and  that  the  defendants  had  personal  know- 
ledge of  tbat  unsafe  state,  whkli  make  the  cause  of  action. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  QUEEN  y.  Th^  Inhabitants  of  BRIGHTON.    June  26. 

M^nioffe, — 5  df^  YFl  4,  e.  M.-^BSfnighter  ofdecec^sed  wifi^t  sisier, — lUfgUimacy, 

1.  Th«  marrUfe  of  &  mM  with  the  daughter  of  the  half-aister  of  his  deceased  wife  Is  null 
nd  voi4  bj  ftolL  6  A  6  W.  4,  ^  54. 

%,  A  marriage  ^Ibip  >he  prohibite4  4«jc^  pf  ponp«og|iii^fty  or  ai|kiil|j  U  Q»U  tn4  rold, 
althoagh  pne  of  the  pities  \b  illegftin^^te. 

Ufox  an  appeid,  at  the  Michaelmas  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county 
ef  Middlesex,  A.  d.  1860,  against  an  order  of  two  justices  for  th^ 
removal  of  Elizabeth  Morgan  from  the  township  of  New  Brentford, 
in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  to  the  parish  of  Brighton,  in  the  county 
of  Sussex,  the  Court  confinned  the  order  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
thi3  Court,  upon  the  following  case : — 

Elizabeth  Morgan,  the  pauper,  was  alleged  to  be  settled  in  Brightpn 
hy  reason  only  of  her  marriage  with  John  Morgan,  whose  settlement 
in  Brighton  is  admitted,  f and  who  was  dead  at  the  date  of  the  t^aaq 
order  of  removal.  The  pauper's  maiden  name  was  Jones,  and  ^ 
she  was  the  legitimate  daughter  of  Daniel  Jones  and  Ann  his  wife. 
The  pauper's  mother,  Ann»  was  the  illegitimate  child  of  Elizabetl^' 
Bartlett.  After  her  birth  the  said  Elizabeth  Bartlett  married  one 
Thomas  Haines,  and  had  by  him  amongst  other  legitimate  children  a 
daoghter  named  Mary.  The  said  Mary  was  legally  married  in  1885 
to  John  Morgan  (th^  pauper's  alleged  husband),  and  died  on  the  19th 
of  November,  1842.  On  the  19th  October,  1848,  John  Morgan  was 
married  to  the  pauper  at  Chepstow  in  Monmouthshire. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  is,  whether  the  marriage 
qdahrated  botfreen  John  Morgan  and  the  pauper  was  valid. 

if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative,  the  order  of 
xeooval  is  to  be  confirmed.  If  the  Cpurt  should  be  of  opinion  in  the 
^ffwa^jre,  tiie  order  of  removal  is  to  be  quashed. 

The  case  was  argued  in  this  Term ;  on  June  6,  before  Cockbum, 
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C.  J.,  Wightman,  and  Blaokbam,  Ja ;  and  on  Jane  8,  before  Wight- 
man,  Crompton,  and  Blackburn,  Js. 

W.  J.  Metca^e  and  Poland^  for  the  respondents. — ^The  question  is, 
whether  a  marriage  between  a  man  and  the  daughter  of  an  illegiti- 
mate half-sister  of  his  deceased  wife  is  legaL 

1.  A  wife's  sister's  daughter  is  not  within  the  degrees  prohibited 
by  God's  law.  In  Regina  v.  Chad  wick,  in  error,  11  Q.  B.  178  (E.  0. 
L.  R.  vol.  63),  it  was  held  that  the  marriage  of  a  man  with  the  sister 
of  his  deceased  wife  was  void  by  stat.  6  &  6  W.  4,  c.  64,  s.  2,  being 
within  "the  prohibited  degrees  of  consanguinity  or  affinity;"  the 
*4491    "^P^^^^^i^  degrees  intended  by  that  statute,  being  those  de- 

-'  clared  by  the  Legislature  of  Henry  the  Sth's  time  to  be  the 
degrees  prohibited  by  God's  law.  But  those  degrees  are  not  enume- 
rated, except  in  the  repealed  stat.  25  H.  8,  c.  22,  s.  8,  and  in  stat.  28 
H.  8,  c.  7,  8.  7,  in  nearly  the  same  words.  The  judgment  of  the  Courf 
for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes  in  Wing  v,  Taylor,  7  Jur.  N.  S, 
737,  decided  that  stat.  28  H.  8,  c.  7,  also  was  repealed  by  stat.  1  &  2 
Ph.  &  M.  c.  8,  and  was  not  revived  by  stat.  1  El.  c.  1 :  so  that  stat.  32 
H.  8,  c.  38,  gives  the  rule  by  which  it  must  be  judged,  whether  parties 
mav  lawfully  marry  or  not ;  which  rule  is  that  sJl  parties  may  law- 
fully marry  who  are  not  prohibited  by  God's  law  to  marry,  and  that 
''no  reservation  or  prohibition,  God's  law  except,  shall  trouble  or 
impeach  any  marriage  without  the  Levitical  degrees."  [Wightmax, 
J.— Regina  v.  Chadwick,  in  error,  11  Q.  B.  178  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  63), 
was  decided  after  much  argument  and  much  consideration.]  This 
degree  is  not  mentioned  in  the  Book  of  Leviticus..  The  first  prohibi- 
tion mentioning  a  wife's  sister's  daughter  is  in  the  table  set  forth  in 
1563,  which  is  sanctioned  by  the  99th  Canon  of  tlie  Canons  of  1608: 
2  Burn,  Eccl.  Law,  by  Phillimore  448, 446 ;  but  those  Canons  do  not 
bind  the  laity  proprio  vigore.(a)  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  Eccle- 
siastical Courts  have  held  marriages  within  these  degrees  void,  and 
that  prohibition,  on  that  account,  has  been  refused.  In  Wortley  v. 
Watkinson,  2  Lev.  254,  8  Keb.  660,  T.  Jones  118,  a  consultation  was 
awarded,  but  the  inclination  of  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was  that  the 
marriage  with  the  daughter  of  the  deceased  wife's  sister  was  valid. 
[They  also  cited  Snowling  v.  Nursey,  2  Latw.  1076.]     Further,  stat. 

*4501  ^^  ^*  ^'  ^'  ^^'  ^'  ^'  requires  *that  the  marriage  should  be  con- 
^  summated ;  and  the  case  is  silent  as  to  that  fact.  [Cockbcbk, 
C.  J. — That  point  is  not  raised  by  the  case.  Blacebur:^,  J. — If 
necessary,  it  would  be  presumed  that  the  marriage  was  consummated.] 
Affinity  is  different  from  consanguinity.  In  Woods  v.  Woods.  2 
Curt.  516,  which  was  a  proceeding  in  the  Consistory  Court  of  London 
for  incest  against  a  man,  for  marrying  his  niece,  Dr.  Lushington 
said,  p.  529,  "  whatever  i<leas  may  be  entertained  with  regard  to  mar- 
riages between  persons  within  the  degrees  of  affinity,  there  is  no  dif- 
ference of  opinion  in  respect  to  marriages  of  this  kind,  where  the 
parties  are  connected  by  consanguinity." 

2.  The  law  as  to  marriage  within  prohibited  degrees  does  not 
extend  to  the  daughter  of  an  illegitimate  half-sister  of  the  wife.  In 
Regina  v.  St.  GUes  in  the  Fields,  11  Q.  B.  178  (B.  C.  L.  R.  68).  where 
the  question  was  whether  the  marriage  of  a  man  with  the  illegitimate 

(a)  Sm  Middleton  r.  Crofti,  S  Atk.  650,  669. 
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aiflt^r  of  his  deoeaaed  wife  was  valid,  the  judgment  was  suspended 
(p.  235-236)  to  await  the  result  of  the  decision  m  Begina  v.  Ghadwick, 
in  error,  11  Q.  B.  206  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  63) :  but  no  writ  of  error  was 
brought  in  that  case,  and  the  following  short  judgment  was  given,  p. 
244:  "We  think  that  this  case  is  the  same  in  principle  with  Be- 
gina t;.  Ghadwiok,  and  that  the  particular  facts  make  no  difference.^' 
In  Regina  v.  St.  Giles  in  the  Fields,  11  Q.  B.  173  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  68), 
the  illegitimate  sister  was  the  child  of  both  the  parents  of  the  deceased 
wife.    In  Wing  v.  Taylor,  7  Jur,  N.  S.  737,  where  the  husband, 
before  his  marriage,  had  connection  with  his  wife's  mother,  it  was  held 
that  the  marriage  was  not  void,  as  the  prohibitions  by  God's  law 
Bssmne  that  marriage  is  necessary  to  create  the  degree  of  affinity 
which  renders  a  subsequent  marriage  unlawful.    [Cockburn,  C.  J. — 
All  the  considerations  on  which  the  law  prohibiting  marriages  within 
^certain  degrees  is  foimded  are  applicable  to  illegitimate  rela-   r^AK-i 
tions,  otherwise  an  illegitimate  brother  might  marry  a  sister.   ^ 
WiGHTMAN,  J.— In  Hains  v.  Jeffell,  1  Ld.  Baym.  68,(a)  the  question, 
whether  a  marriage  with  the  illegitimate  daughter  of  a  sister  was 
valid,  arose  upon  a  prohibition  to  the  spiritual  Court,  but  the  cause 
was  adjoumea.    Cockburn,  C.  J. — Suppose  persons  living  under  the 
Sootch  law  have  two  illegitimate  children,  who  marry  each  other ;  and 
the  parents  afterwards  marry  each  other;  the  children  thereupon 
become  Intimate ;  and  then  there  is  a  marriage  subsisting  between  a 
legitimate  brother  and  sister,  although  in  the  eye  of  the  law  there  is 
no  relationship  in  blood.]    Suppose  ^  woman,  whose  parents  are  not 
known,  marries  a  man,  siterwards  discovered  to  be  her  brother,  is  the 
marriage  to  be  declared  void  ?     [Cockburn,  C.  J. — ^That  is  a  remote 
poflsibi£ty,  which  is  no  ground  for  saying  that,  when  a  relationship 
18  known,  a  marriage  between  persons  within  the  prohibited  degrees 
is  legal.]     The  relationship  of  illegitimate  children  is  not  recognised 
by  the  law  either  in  the  case  of  real  descent  or  personal  succession ; 
aod  therefore  the  dictum  of  Buller,  J.,  in  Bex  v.  Hodnett,  1  T.  B.  96, 
101,  that,  "the  rule  that  a  bastard  is  nuUius  filius  applies  only  to  the 
case  of  inheritances,"  is  not  fully  borne  out.     [Cockburn,  C.  J. — The 
&ther  of  an  illegitimate  child  is  not  recognised  by  the  law  of  England 
as  to  civil  purposes; (6)  but  in  that  it  differs  from  the  law  of  other 
countries.]     In  Bex  v.  Hodnett,  1  T.  B.  96,  101,  and  Priestley  v. 
Hughes,  11  East  1,  it  was  held  that  illegitimate  '^children   r^tAM 
were  within  the  provisions  of  The  Marriage  Act,  26  G.  2,  c.   ^ 
38,  which  required  the  consent  of  the  father  to  the  marriage  of  per- 
sons under  age ;  but  Grose,  J.,  dissented  from  the  other  Judges  in  the 
latter  case.  And  in  Homer  v.  Liddiard,  1  Hagg.  Cons.  Bep.  837,  Lord 
Stowell  held  that  the  consent  of  parents  under  that  statute  was  not 
applicable  to  the  marriage  of  illegitimate  minors.   [Cockburn,  C.  J. — 
In  note  (1)  to  stat.  25  H.  8,  c.  22,  in  Evans'  Statutes,  vol.  1,  p.  152,  a 
report  of  Lord  StoweU's  judgment  in  that  case,  hj  Dr.  Croke,  is  men- 
tioned.(c)    JJ.  Matthews,  contri. — ^The  judgment  m  that  report,  which 
is  accompanied  by  a  short  statement  of  facts,  is  the  same  as  in  1  Hagg. 

(a)  8.  C.  nom.  Hainei «.  Jewoit,  5  Mod.  168 ;  S.  C.  nom.  Hains  v.  Jefcott,  Comb.  856 ;  S.  C. 
mom.  Haisot  «.  Jeffreya,  1  Com.  2. 
(I)  8m  Bog.  V.  Cbafln,  3  Salk.  66. 
(c)  It  is  alao  nfemd  to  in  th«  argam«nt  in  PriofUey  v.  Haghei,  11  East  16. 
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CobB.  Bep.  eoCKBDsIr,  C.  J.— iAltfaoogli  the  CouEt  did  itoc  tfive  attjr 
final  detertaination  upon  the  qtiestiota  in  fiains  r.  Jeffell,  1  LcL  Ba^. 
68,(a)  tbey  expressed  a  Btixmjfi;  opinion  updn  ifae  point  A6[k>rdi]ig  to 
that  case;  as  reported  in  1  lid.  Rayiii.  68 :  "  It  seemed  to  the  Coort 
thAt  no  prohibition  should  b^  gi*anted;  for,  though  bastiirds  n!te 
deprived  of  privileges  hy  particular  la^i  the  tome  rea«6n  prohibits 
them  from  nitirrying^,  tA  oCners.  Aiid  it  hai  been  al'^ajs  held  aooord- 
inglj,  especially  where  it  is  the  child  of  a  woman  rehttiom  And,  by 
Sir  Bartholomew  Shower's  rule,  Haiils  mi^ht  marry  his  own  bastard, 
which  donbtleds  could  not  be  allowed."  Then  Lord  Stowell,  in  Hor- 
ner  v.  Liddiaifd,  1  Hagg.  Cons.  Bep.  887,  speaking  of  Hains  tr.  Jeffell, 
says,  p.  853 :  "  The  cause  was  adjourned,  and  therefore  no  decision 
wad  given  upon  the  question ;  although  undoubtedly  the  Eddesiastical 
*45^1  *^^^^»  ^^®  pt^per  forum  on  questions  of  that  nature,  conceived 
-I  that  that  mlirriage  came  Within  the  reach  of  the  prohibition;'' 
And  it  was  assumed  by  him  that  illegitimacy  made  no  difference  in 
the  application  of  the  rules  of  ptohibitibn  of  marriage,  which  he  says» 
p,  853,  ''arise  out  of  natural  relation^,"  and,  ''as  they  are  taken  from 
the  law  of  God,  and  have  one  common  origin  therein,  they  are  ail 
considered  as  of  the  same  moral  natiire  and  obl)gation."(6)]  '  The  law 
of  Scotland,  in  dealing  With  the  cHme  of  incest,  does  not  recognise 
any  affinity  between  bastards,  thoiigh  in  all  qu^tions  of  marriage  and 
legitimacy  the  Canon  law  is  said  to  be  the  law  of  Scotland :  Shelford 
on  the  Law  of  Marriage  tod  Divorce,  pp.  21,  28,  citing  Bell's  Case 
of  Putative  Marriage.  In  Allison's  Frihiciples  of  the  Criminal  Law 
of  Scotland,  Vol.  1,  after  defining  incest,  chap.  29,  s.  1,  p.  662:  "In- 
cest  is  committed  by  carnal  knowledge  between  all  those  persons  who 
are  forbidden  to  marry  in  the  Divihe  Law ;"  it  is  laid  down,  a.  2,  p. 
565,  that  "  incest  is  liot  committed  by  connection  with  bastard  rela- 
tions, how  near  Soever,"  citing  Huro'^  Oomm.  on  the  Law  of  Scotland 
respecting  Crimea,  vol.  1,  p.  452.  [Blackbu^,  J. — By  the  statute 
law  in  Scotland  incest  was  a  capital  offence,(c)  and,  in  favorem  vit»^ 
such  connection  was  held  not  to  be  incest.] 

G,  Denman  and  JJ.  Matthews,  for  the  appellants. — [CocEBURX,  C.  J. 
-^It  would  be  a  great  scandal  if  it  was  thought  that  the  Coart  doubted 
that  a  marriage,  unlawful  between  legitimate  relations,  was  equally  so 
*4541  ^^^^^^  natural  relation^,  though  one  of  them  was  illegitimate. 
-I  ^Therefore  the  Court  wish  the  argument  for  the  appellants  1» 
be  confined  to  the  question,  whether  a  marriage  with  the  aaiighter  of 
a  deceased  wife's  sister  is  void.]  As  to  that  question,  Begfina  v.  Chad- 
wick,  in  error,  11  Q.  B.  178  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  68),  governs  this  casa 
In  that  case,  and  in  Brook  %\  Brook  in  the  House  of  Lords,  7  Jur.  N. 
S.  422,  it  was  said  that  the  legislature  of  Henry  the  Eighth's  time,  in 
stats.  25  H.  8,  c.  22,  s.  8,  28  H.  8,  c.  7,  d.  7,  ancl  82  H.  8,  a  88,  which 
arc  in  pari  materifi,  had  laid  down  what  were  the  "prohibited  degrees 
of  consanguinity  or  affinity"  intended  by  ^tat.  6  &  6  W.  4,  c.  54,  s.  % 
and  what  marriages  are  prohibited  a9  "  contrary  to  6od*s  law,"  as 
being  within  the  Levitical  degrees;    The  question  whiether  stat  28  H. 

(o)  S.    C.  Dom.  Hanes  «.  Jeipott,  5  Hod.  168.    8.  C.  nom.  Haina  r.  Jefoott,  ComV.  3M> 
S.  C.  nom.  Haines  «.  Jeflfreya,  1  Com.  2. 
(6)  See  Dr.  Lnsbington  in  Wooda  r.  Wooda,  S  Cart.  516,  5S2. 
(e)  See  Hame'a  Commentary  on  the  Law  of  Seotland,  rot.  1,  p.  448. 


%  0. 7,  IB  repeiiM  of  not  is  dEireMsed  hf  Loti  Weiisfoy&lb  ill  BMeMi^ 
V.  Brook,  mm  he  eame  to  the  o(m<dti&ioii  that  (he  part  of  it  which  <k>il- 
tains  an  wmmeratioik  of  the  degrees  within  whteh  ntao^Hftge  is  unlawfhly 
which  was  repealed  bj  stat.  1  &  3  Pk.  Ic  M.  c.  8>  8. 17,  was  revived  by 
sut  1  £1.  o.  1,  ft  S;  he  adds,  p^  463:  ''But,  whethei^  it  is  or  not^  thd 
statements  in  the  statute  are  to  be  looked  at  aa  a  statutory  expositioA^ 
of  the  meaning  of  the  terms  '  Levitiobl  degrees.' "    If  i^t.  28  H.  8»  (Sk 
7,  is  repealed)  the  reference  to  it§proTiMon6  in  sbol.  2  6{ stat.  28  H.  8, 
c.  16^  which  is  still  in  force,  sumcientlv  incorporates  thetn  to  maktf 
them  part  of  stat  28  Ha  8,  c.  16:    In  the  l^ntlnteration  of  prohibited 
degrees  in  stat  25  H.  8^  a  32,  a.  8,  is  the  mtirriflge  between  **  the  soil" 
and  "  his  uncle's  wife ;"  and  this  prohibition  appliiBs  when  thd  sexes  are 
changed,  and  prevents  ''the  daughter"  Inarryitig  '*her  aunt's  hus^ 
band/'    TIi»  statute  indicates  the  degreee  of  relationship  iti  which 
persons  standing  towards  each  *ether  iare  prohibited  from  ^#455 
marrying,  and  is  not  confined  to  the  particuiaF  case  mentionedv  *- 
Lord  Goki^  in  his  reading  on  stats  83  H;  8,  o.  88,  3  Inst.  868,  says : 
'-  These  be  the  Levitio^l  degrees,  whidh  esctend  as  well  to  the  womaik 
as  to  the  man-.    And  herein  note^  ihat  albeit  the  mbrriase  of  ihb 
nephew  cum  amita  et  matertera  is  forbidden  by  the  said  18th  chapter 
of  Leviticos,  and  by  express  words  the  marriage  of  th<9  uncle  with  the 
niece  is  not  thereby  fH*ohibited,  yt^  is  the  same  prohibitedv  Quia 
eandem  habent  rationem  propihquitatis  ct^ni  eis  qui  nominatim  pro* 
hibentnr>.  et  sic  de  siteilibus:'^    And  in  Ellerton  1^.  GaSlridll,  1  Comi 
318,(a)  where  the  hiarnage  was  with  the  fii^t  wife's  mother^s  sister,  it 
is  said :  ''  and  in  this  manner  df  computation  all  niarriages  of  coliatera^^ 
ia  the  third  degree  are  unlawful-^'^^d  all  raarrfagte  in  the  f[^urtfl^ 
(legrae  are  lawful.  ...»  Thus  the  marriage  with  the  wife's  sister's 
lat^htw  ia  incestuous,  which  is  in  the  same  decree  with  this  mar- 
riage:  Moore  907,  CfO;  £1.  228,  4  Leon  ISy  Man's  Gose."    Aeeordingf 
to  this  construction  of  the  statute,  it  eontains  A  pr6hibition  of  the' 
marriage  of  a  ihan  with  his  wife's  niece.  .  Moreover  the  Scolestasticat 
Court  has  deoiiled  that  sUch  a  fna^rtage  SB  this  is  void ;  tSAd  the  Judges 
of  the  common  law  Courts  hUVe  not  interfered  down  to  the  passing  ot 
stat  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  §4^   The  eases  are  all  referred  te  in  the  argumentii- 
in  Regina  v.  St.  Giles,  11  Q.  B.  178  (Ev  G.  L.  R.  Vol.  88).    In  Ben- 
nington i^i  -: >  £.  18  Jao;  1,  cited  i&  Howard  t^.  Barllett,  Holx 

181,  ^h  ed.,(i)  though  it  was  hdd  that  the  widbw,  #ho  was  r»45g 
*niece  to  the  former  wife  of  her  deceaseid  husband,  was  entitled  ^ 
to  her  widow's  estate  in  copyhold  land  adeording  lb  the  dustoih  of  the 
manor,  inasmuch  aS  Bbe  itai  never  during  thd  life  of  her  husbaiid 
divorced,  it  is  added  ''though  there  were  cause."  [BIiACKBUBK,  J.-^ 
Wortley  v.  WatkinsoB,  8  Keb.  620,  660,  T.  Jones  118^  3  Lev.  864>  3 
Show.  70^  except  as  repM'ted  in  KeUe^  i»  against  the  marriage.} 
That  case  is  first  mention^,  nosm  Wbrth^  v.  Buxton,  8  Keb.  630i 
upon  an  application  in  Hil.  27  Gar.  8,  1675,  for  a  rule  nisi  for  a  pro^ 
hibition  to  the  Gourt  of  York  in  a  suit  t&t  dissolving  a  marriage  be- 
tween one  Stephenson  and  the  daughter  of  his  first  wife's  sister,  which 

(a)  S.  C.  Bom.  BvU«r  r.  QMtrill,  OQb.  C&  Bq.  156,  H8<    St.  e.  ik^mk-  Batllt  A  eulrfil^ 
Bull.  145. 
(6)  S.  C.  Renninglon  v.  Cole,  Koy  29 1  But  Cob  LMb  ttl  %  &ol»  K 
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was  granted  T.  28  Car.  2.(a)  The  plaintiff  was  directed  to  declare  in 
prohibition,  and  the  argument  on  the  demurrer  was  in  T.  80  Car.  2.(5) 
Ultimately  a  consultation  was  awarded,  and  therefore  the  words  ''and 
per  curiam  Prohibition,"  in  8  Keb.  661,  mean  that  the  plaintiff  was 
to  declare  in  prohibition  for  the  purpose  of  a  solemn  argument.  The 
same  course  was  followed  in  Snowiing  v.  Nursejr,  2  Lutw.  1075,  in 
which  the  question  was  several  times  argued.  ^  Clement  v.  Beard, 
6  Mod.  448,  449,  cited  in  1  Com.  820,  which  was  an  application  for 
prohibition  of  a  suit  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for  marrying  the  wife's 
sister's  daughter.  Holt,  C.  J.,  said :  "Now  for  your  case,  it  is  certainly 
within  the  degrees  of  affinity ;  and  in  the  same  degree  of  consanguinity 
there  would  be  no  doubt  of  it ;  for  a  man  cannot  marry  his  own 
sister's  daughter.  I  thought  this  case  had  been  settled ;  there  is  a 
♦4571  ^'^  against  you  in  point."  In  Denny  *v,  Ashwell,  1  Str.  68, 
-'  it  is  said :  '*  A  prohibition  was  denied  to  a  suit  in  the  spiritual 
Court  for  marrying  his  wife's  sister's  daughter,  though  cases  were 
quoted  where  such  a  marriage  has  been  held  legal :  Moore  907 ;  2  Keb. 
651 ;  1  Sid.  484;  1  Mod.  25 ;  2  Lev.  254;  contra  2  Ventr.  12."  But, 
on  looking  at  the  cases  referred  to,  after  several  arguments  prohibi- 
tion was  refused,  and  a  consultation  was  granted ;  and  this  was  the 
result  in  Mann's  Case,  Moore  907,  4  Leon  16,(c)  as  is  said  by  Yaughan, 
C.  J.,  in  Hill  V.  Good,  Vaugh.  802,  821,  822.  and  in  Harrison  v.  Dr. 
Burwell,  Vaugh.  206,  247,  248 ;  thouffh,  also  according  to  Vaughan, 
C.  J.  (p.  248,  822),  the  record  of  Mann's  Case  could  not  be  found.  All 
the  authorities  were  considered  and  affirmed,  and  the  same  decision 
given,  in  EUerton  v.  Gastrell,  1  Com.  818  ;(€^  and  in  5  Bac.  Abr.,  7th 
ed.,  Marriage  and  Divorce  (A.),  294,  it  is  assumed  to  be  undoubted 
law ;  and,  since  that  case,  the  question  has  not  been  raised.  [They 
also  cited  2  Stephen's  Commentaries  256,  4th  ed.]  The  opinion  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  is  recognised  by  Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  in  Regina 
y.  Chadwick,  11  Q.  B.  205,  281,  282  (B.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  68Y  as  determin- 
ing what  marriages  are  prohibited  by  Gkxl's  law ;  ana  that  opinion 
appears  from  the  cases  cited,  in  all  which  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  was 
proceeding  to  dissolve  the  marriage.  Those  Courts  have  always 
obeyed  the  injunctions  of  the  Canons,  and  Canon  99  of  the  Canons  of 
1603  incorporates  Abp.  Parker's  Table  (e)  in  the  reign  of  Elizabeth, 
*4581  ^^  which  marriages  between  a  woman  and  her  mother's  sister's 
-'  *husband,  and  ^tween  a  woman  and  her  husband's  brother's 
son,  are  expressly  mentioned  as  unlawful.(^)  Our,  adv.  vuh. 

June  26.  The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by 
CooKBURN,  C.  J. — My  brothers  reserved  their  judgment  in  this  case, 
not  on  account  of  any  doubt  as  to  what  that  judgment  should  be,  but 
in  consequence  of  my  unavoidable  absence  during  part  of  the  argu- 
ment, and  from  a  wish  to  ascertain  whether  my  opinion  would  coincide 
with  theirs.  It  is  a  case  of  settlement,  which  depends  upon  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  marriage  with  the  niece  of  ^  deceased  wife  is  or  is  not 
valid ;  and  I  now  state,  as  the  united  opinion  of  the  Court  that  such 

(•)  8  Keb.  6«0. 

(6)  T.  Jones  118,  and  S  Show.  70.    In  2  Ley.  2U,  the  date  ii  T.  81  Car.  2. 

(e)  More  talif  reported  in  Cro.  El.  218. 

{d)  S.  C.  nom.  Batler  v.  Outrill,  Gilb.  Ce.  Bq.  156.    8.  C.  nom.  Bvtler  r.  GeitreU,  Bub.  148. 

(«)  2  Bnm.,  E.  L.  446,  9th  ed.,  by  Phlllimore. 

C9)  See  2  Bum.,  B.  L.  i44»  448,  9th  ed.,  by  PhUlimoie. 
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8  marmge  is  not  lawful.  In  EUerton  v.  Gastrell,  1  Com.  S18,(a)  where 
all  the  authorities  are  collected,  on  a  review  of  many  cases  all  leading 
to  the  same  result,  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  a  marriage  with  the 
daughter  of  a  wife's  sister  was  within  the  degrees  prohibited  by  the 
LeTitical  law.  Then  we  have  stat.  5  &  6  W,  4,  c.  54,  which,  by  sec- 
tion 2,  enacts  "that  all  marriages  which  shall  hereafter  be  celebrated 
between  persons  within  the  prohibited  degrees  of  consanguinity  or 
affinity  shall  be"  not  merely  voidable,  but  ''absolutely  null  and  void 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever."  We  must  consider  that  Act 
of  Parliament  to  have  been  passed  with  reference  to  the  known  and 
ascertained  state  of  the  law  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  and  as  laid 
down  by  the  Court  in  EUerton  v.  Gastrell,  and  consequently  we  have 
that  law  sanctioned  and  confirmed  by  an  Act  of  Parliament.  We 
^therefore  entertain  no  doubt,  upon  the  authority  of  that  case  r^A^q 
and  upon  stat.  5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  64,  that  this  marriage  is  void.       ^ 

Another  point  was  made, — ^whether  the  illegitimacy  of  the  sister  of 
the  deoeaaea  wife  makes  any  difference.  We  stopped  counsel  in  the 
argument  of  that  point ;  and  I  only  advert  to  it  now,  because  in  a 
newspaper  report  of  this  case  it  is  said  that  the  Court  took  time  to 
consider  it.  That  is  clearly  an  error,  and  contrary  to  what  fell  from 
the  Court.  For  I  then  stated  (somewhat  emphatically  perhaps),  that 
it  would  be  a  public  scandal  to  say  that  there  must  be  legal  as  well  as 
natural  consanguinity,  to  bar  such  a  marriage.  If  this  matter  was  not 
perfectly  plain  on  the  &ce  of  it,  we  have  ample  authority  for  so  hold- 
ing. In  Haines  v.  Jeffreys,  1  Com.  2,(i)  the  Court  with  equal  deter- 
mination repudiated  the  notion  that  a  bastard  should  not  be  accounted 
within  the  prohibited  decrees.  I  should  not  have  thought  it  necessary 
to  repeat  this,  but  for  uie  mistake  in  the  public  prints,  to  which  I 
have  referred,  in  a  matter  of  great  public  importance. 

The  order  of  Sessions  must,  therefore,  be  quashed. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 

(•)  S.  C.  nom.  Butler  v.  GMtrilly  OUb.  Ca.  Eq.  156.   S.  C.  nom.  Butler  v.  Gastrell,  Bunb.  145. 
(h)  S.  C.  nom.  Haina  v.  Jeffell,  1  Ld.  Raym.  68 ;  nom.  Haines  r.  Jeioott,  5  Mod.  168 ;  nom. 
Hubs  «.  Jefcotl^  Comb.  356. 

Marriage  with  a  deceased  wife's  sis-  seems  to  be  no  "  prohibited  degrees'' 

ter  IS  recognised  as  lawful  in  most  of  of  matrimony,  except,  perhaps,  such  as' 

the  United  States.    It  was  asserted  to  may  be  derived  from  the  natural  in* 

be  80  in  an  early  case  in  Massachusetts,  stincts  of  mankind :  Bowers  v.  Bowers, 

Crreenwood  v.  Curtis,  6  Mass.  379 ;  and  10  Rich.  Eq.  551. 
in  that  state  and  many  others  the  sta-       It  has  been  decided  in  Alabama^ 

tntes  now  simply  follow  the  prohibitions  that  the  statute  in  that  state  against 

of  the  Leritical  Code.    In  Virginia,  incest  extends  to  illegitimate  as  well 

koweyer,  it  has  been  held  that  such  a  as  legitimate  relationships  within  the 

Buniage  is  inyalid  under  an  early  sta-  prohibited  degrees :  Morgan  v.  State, 

tBte  in  that  state :  Commonwealth  v.  11  Alab.  289 ;  Baker  v.  State,  80  Alab. 

Peiryman,  2  Leigh  177.     In  South  521. 
CuoUna,  on  the  other  hand,  there 
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*A4ni      *Tlie  QUEBif  v.  JOgN  BAbFF  GHARLESWGBTH; 
*^^J  June  26. 

1;  Wbtfi^iii  4  «Mi  df  nAsMmiibrj  tliv  Jur^  akir  fin^M>|tofly,  it/f  a|itiin  tft«  iHH  of  t^ 
dbfendattt^  diMhif^^  h$  t&fl>  J«4^  from  girliiff  4  V«Mi«t  ifter  «h«  ti441  hafe  bifiitt^  tbfi  U  not 
e^iiitalent  to  ftn  ao<iBittoIy  nor  do«s  Ijt  eDtitle  the  defendkat  16  ludgmeBt  ^od  eat  viae  die. 

i.  QwBrtf  whether  the  same  holds  in  treason  and  felony  ? 

8.  Sem%U,  tfiat  ib  a  iorin&ind  case  a  Jbdg^  is  n ot  jastitf od  In  disdliiilrgingthe  Ixtty  froin  giViag 
•  tMitft  beoihisb  maMfiAl  e7fSeno9^<Mi'  ihif  pki  of  th«  CnHirfft  ii  tfot  fbrMstting;  iSm  Mmcbos 
or  Wbfch  iKir  bo  |^tod«atiVO  of  a  dUhat  of  Jb«Nb^ ;.  bift 

4.  QiMsris^  whether  he  may  not  do  so  if  thi  d»MBoe  of  the  iridenbo  lo  ooaaaioDed  by  eoU»> 
sion  between  a  witness  and  the  aecnsed  ?  .         , 

%.  rntoroaatlon  by  the*  Attomey-CJFeneral  f<fr  i>i^1^  at  ab  eleei^on  of  a  imiinber  of  Fariis- 
ment  Plea,  not  toM^.  At  the  farfal,  a  ttalMrlif  §&&  ittkviiuxf  iM^  tot  tlio  Crown  rtfasoi! 
to  giro  oridenoo,  ahd  ifU  oOteililtlod  for  6i6ntMli|(t7  «boi«iiiMi%  al  Om  Apj^iOitibii  of  the  esta- 
sol  for  the  Crown,  thb  defbndant  offjeoting^  the  Xddge  disefaaifad  Ae  ^liry  fxbm  giYiDg-  wuf 
▼erdiet :  Quaref  whether  he  was  right  in  fO  doing  ? 

6.  The  Conrt  in  thai  case  refbsed  io  kWoiH  iiti  deJTetfdaat*  to  ictd'a  pfea  pnTs  darrein  eontinii- 
^00,  stating  Wi  aboro  fSietsr  On  tho  gnrtiidi  ihlSt  thik  ifroirtd  Mer  to  alhH^  donblO  pH9ftdib]| ;  i^d 
alio,  as  the  factir  would  be  set  4«i  oA  tUe  rocoM^  lh4  didllndram  <RMl<f  take  advant^  of  Ibo*. 

iNFORMATioif  ioT  bribery,  filed  hjThjd  Attorney-General, 

The  first  count  charged  that  the  defendant  unlawfully  and  corruptly 
advanced  and  caused  to  be  paid  to  o^e  Jos^  Louis  Farnandes  the  sum 
of  3750Z.,  with  intent  that  it  should  be  expended  in  bribery  at  tte 
election  of  a  member  of  Parliament  for  the  borough  of  Wakefield,  in 
April,  1859,  contrary  to  stat,  l/T  &  18  Vict.  c.  102.  There  were  seven 
other  counts  charging  the  defendant  with  distinct  acts  of  bribing 
voters. 

Plea :  Not  guilty. 

On  the  trial,  befqre  Hilli  J.,  at  the  Spring  Assizes  for  the  county 
of  Ifork,  in  1861,  J.  L.  Fernandes,  who  had  received  a  certificate  from 
the  Commissioners  appointed!  liiidelf  slat,  lo  &  l6  Vict',  c,  5^,  to  ex- 
♦46n  ^'^^^^  ^^^  corrupt  *practices  at  the  election  for  the  borougk 
-I  of  Wakefield  in  1859,  was  called  as  a  witness  for  the  proiseca- 
tton.  He  refused  to  answer  a  certain  material  question  put  to  him 
imon  the  ground  that  the  certificate  was  not  a  sufficient  protection. 
Tire  learned  Judge  was  of  opinion  that,  by  sect.  10,  the  certificate 
freed  him  from  all  prosecutions  for  any  corrupt  practice  at  the  elec- 
tion, and  therefore  be  was  boung  to  answer  the  question.  When  the 
witness  still  refused  to  answer,  the  learned  Judge  adjudged  him  to  be 
guilty  of  a  contempt  of  the  Court,  and  sentencecThim  to  be  imprisoneq 
for  that  contempt  for  six  calendar  months,  to  paya  fine  of  500?.,  and 
to  be  imprisoned  uhfil  {hat  fine  was  i3aid.(a)  The,  Solicitor- Oeneral 
who  conducted  the  cAsd  tot  the  CroWn,  then  stated  ihat  it  vrss  im- 
possible to  proceed  <rith  the  pros^utidn  without  the  evidence  of  lliW 
witness,  And  ask6d  the  learned  Jt!kdg6  t6  discharge  thd  jury  instead  of 
directing  a  verdict  of  acquittal  for  ii^ant  of  evidence^  arid  Cit^  N^^- 
ton's  Case,  18  Q.  B.  716  (E.  C.  L.  R.  Vol.  66),  tAd  Tb^  King  t>.  Stok^ 

(a)  A  hftbeM  eorpnf  wu  sabaeqaenUy  moTed  for  in  the  Conrt  of  Ezchequer,  aoe  6  H.  A  K. 
717,t  and  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleu,  see  10  C.  B.  N.  6.  3,  to  dUoharge  the  witness  froa 
enstody,  and  refased,  on  the  gronnd  that  the  Judges  of  assise  are  Judges  of  a  superior  Conr^ 
ftnd  hiiTe  a  Jnrisdiction  to  eommit,  which  if  not  snl^ect  to  be  reTiewed  bj  th«  Court  aboTiL 
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<  G.  A;  P.  151  (B.  C.  h.  R.  vol.  26>.  i\>T  tbe  deferdant  it  w«r  con^ 
tended  that  the  Jtidge  hiad  n6  disereliottiiiy  poirer  in  thk  ihittter^  and 
thai,  wben  a  persoti  was  oUce  placed  an  his  tiial,  he  had  a  right  to  be 
tried.  The  learned  Judge,  after  oonsnlting  Keating,  J.,  said  that  the 
eoncloaion  at  which  he  had  arrived  waa  to  discharge  the  jury ;  that* 
if  he  had  nbt  the  power  to  do  ao  by  liiw,  the  faet  Of  the  discharge, 
with  the  reason  of  *it,  would  appear  oA  the  i^scord ;  but  that,  if  r^^gd 
he  had  the  power,  he  ouffht  to  ex^rbise  it  Whei^  a  witness  had  '- 
wilfally  tampered  with  tne  ends  of  justice.  The  jury  were  discharged 
accordingly. 

In  Trinity  Term  (May  80)> 

Sir  F.  KelUf,  on  behalf  of  the  defendknt,  moved  for  lea^  to  file  sr 
ptea  in  the  nature  of  H  {^lea  puis  darrein  oontinuahce,  the  plea  of  not 
guilty  remaining  on  tuB  reoord.-^^The  plefr  will  raise  the  question 
whether  the  defendant;  living  been  once  put  on  his  trial  tcpon  thi^ 
information,  can  i^ain  be  tried  Upon  it.  The  discharge  of  th^  jury 
m  this  case  was  not  a  matter  in  the  discretion  of  the  Jnd^e,  &ncE 
tberefore  it  may  be  pleaded  as  a  bar  to  the  infbrmation.  Unless  thid 
plea  is  allowed,  the  defendant  must  be  exposed  to  the  anxiisty  and 
expense  of  another  trial  b^fe  he  Will  be  able  to  raise  thd  questionr 
hy  motion  in  arrest  of  judj^ettt;  or  by  bringing  a  writ  of  error.  The 
defendant  cannot  compel  th^  Grown  to  make  up  the  postea.  [He 
cited  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Bep.  149,  The 
Queen  v.  Newton,  8  G.  &  Kir.  85,  87,  88,  and  The  Queen  v. 
Diivison,  2  F.  &  F.  250.]  If  the  plea  ought  not  to  be  allowed,  th6 
Attomey-Oeneral  can  move  to  take  it  off  the  file. 

CocKBUBK,  G.  J.-^Whefe  a  defendant  alleges  that  some  matters 
hve  occurred  since  he  pleaded  which  exempt  him  from  further 
NAbility  upon  the  charge  made  aMinst  hhn  on  the  indictment  or 
mformation,  he  has  a  right  to  plead  puis  darrein  continuance.  Upon 
this  ground  the  application  ought  to  be  granted ;  and  the  *  At-  p^^g 
toraey -General  can,  if  he  pleases,  move  to  t4ke  the  plea  off  the  ^ 
llle.  or  demur  to  it. 

WiOHTMAN  and  BLAoksuBir,  Js./  concurred. 

Application  granted. 

The  plea  was  as  fellows  \-^ 

"  And  now  (that  is  to  say)  on  the  22d  of  May  in  this  same  t^rm^ 
iefore  our  said  lady  the  Qaeen  at  Westminster,  cometh  the  said  John 
Barff  Charlesworth,  by  the  said  Gfaarledi  Fiddey  his  attorney,  and 
ttith  that  tie  said  Attorney-General  fot*  our  said  lady  the  Queen 
ought  not  further  to  prosecute  the  above-mentioned  information 
against  him  the  said  J.  B.  Gharlesworth,  or  to  proceed  to  the  trial  of 
the  issue  aboVe  joined,  because  he  sayis  that  heretofore  (to  wit)  on  the 
7tfa  day  of  March,  A.  z>.  1861,  at  York,  in  the  county  of  York,  at  the 
Assizes  then  and  there  hold^n  in  knd  for  the  said  county,  before  the 
Bonorable  Sir  Hugh  Hill,  Knight,  and  the  Honorable  Sir  Henry 
Singer  Keating,  Knight,  Jibtices  of  our  ladv  the  Queen,  duly  as- 
ftgmd  to  take  the  Assizes  in  and  fbr  the  said  county,  the  jurors  of 
the  jury  aforesaid  being  then  and  th^re  called,  did  then  and  therd 
cbn:(e ;  thereupon  [names  of  furors}  twelve  of  the  jurors  last  aforesaid 
were  then  and  there  duly  called,  and  did  then  and  there  answer  ta 
their  nasKes  respectively^  and  wer6  then  and  there  duly  sworn  ani 
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impannelled  to  try  the  issue  above  knit  and  joined  between  our 
Sovereign  lady  the  Queen  and  the  said  J.  B.  Charlesworth.  A.nd  the 
jurors  so  sworn  and  impannelled  were  then  and  there  duly  charged 
with  the  said  J.  B.  Charlesworthi  who  was  then  and  there  duly  givea 
*4641  ^^  *charge  to  the  last-mentioned  jurors  so  sworn  and  impan- 
-I  nelled  as  last  aforesaid.  And  Sir  William  Atherton,  Knight, 
Her  Majesty *s  Solicitor-General,  of  counsel  for  and  on  behalf  of  our 
said  lady  the  Queen,  who  then  and  there  prosecuted  for  our  said  lady 
the  Queen  in  that  behalf,  did  then  and  there  produce  divers  (to  wit 
eight)  witnesses  for  and  on  behalf  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  who 
were  then  and  there  duly  sworn,  and  then  and  there  gave  evidence  to 
the  said  Court  and  the  said  jury  so  sworn  and  impannelled  and 
charged  with  J.  B.  Charlesworth  as  aforesaid  touching  the  said  sup- 
posed misdemeanours  above  laid  to  his  charge.  And  the  said  J.  B. 
Charlesworth  further  says  that,  after  the  said  jurors  were  so  charged 
with  the  said  J.  B.  Charlesworth,  and  during  the  trial  of  the  said 
issue,  Jos^  Louis  Fernandes,  one  of  the  said  witnesses  for  and  on 
behalf  of  our  said  lady  the  Queen,  refused  to  answer  a  certain  ques- 
tion put  to  him  by  the  counsel  for  and  on  behalf  of  our  said  lady  the 
Queen,  whereupon  the  said  Sir  Hugh  Hill,  one  of  the  said  Justices, 
having  delivered  his  opinion  that  the  said  J.  L.  Fernandes  was  bound 
by  law  to  answer  the  said  question,  and  he  still  refusing  to  answer 
the  same,  the  counsel  for  our  said  lady  the  Queen  declined  further  to 

Sroceed  with  the  trial  of  the  said  issue,  and  called  upon  the  said 
ustice  to  discharge  the  said  jurors  from  giving  any  verdict  thereon, 
against  which  the  said  J.  B,  Charlesworth,  by  his  counsel  in  that 
behalf,  protested  and  objected,  and  requested  the  said  Justice  to 
proceed  with  the  trial  of  the  said  issue,  so  that  the  jurors  aforesaid 
might  deliver  their  verdict  thereon,  which  the  said  Justice  refused  to 
do,  and  thereupon  the  said  Justice  then  and  there,  for  the  reason 

♦4651  ^^r®^^^^»  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  other  cause  whatever,  *without  the  con- 
-'  sent  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  J.  B.  Charlesworth, 
discharged  the  said  jurors  of  the  said  J.  B.  Charlesworth,  and  from 
declaring  or  giving  their  verdict  on  the  said  issue.  And  this  the  said 
J.  B.  Charlesworth  is  ready  to  verify,  &c.  Wherefore  he  prays  judg- 
ment, and  that  he  may  be  dismissed  by  the  Court  here  of  the  premises 
in  the  said  information  mentioned,  and  be  acquitted  thereof,  and  go 
thereof  without  day,  and  that  the  same  may  not  be  further  prosecuted 
against  him  the  said  J.  B.  Charlesworth,"  &c. 

Notice  was  given  to  the  Crown  Office,  the  Solicitor  of  the  Treasury, 
and  the  Associate  to  produce  the  record  of  the  proceedings  at  the 
trial. 

The  Solicitor- General  (June  6th)  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
defendant  to  show  cause  why  the  above  plea  pleaded  by  the  defendant 
in  bar  of  further  proceedings  should  not  be  taken  off  the  file. 

Sir  F.  Kelly,  Bovill,  Jfellish,  and  Maule  showed  cause  (June  10th). 
— ^The  plea  that  the  jury  had  been  discharged  from  giving  a  verdict 
is  a  plea  in  bar  of  further  proceedings ;  and  the  Crown  ought  either  to 
have  traversed  the  plea,  or  pleaded  some  other  replication,  or  demarred 
to  it ;  and  then  the  question  whether  the  plea  was  good  might,  if 
necessary,  be  taken  to  a  Court  of  error.  It  is  competent  to  a  defend- 
ant in  a  criminal  prosecution  to  raise  the  question  of  the  lawfulness 


1  BEST  ft  SMITH.    Q.  B.  466 

of  the  discharge  of  the  jury  by  a  plea  puis  darrein  continuance.  In 
CoDvay  and  Lynch  i;.  The  Queen,  7  Irian  Law  Rep.  149,(a)  which  was 
an  indictment  for  felony,  the  jur^  at  two  assizes  not  ^agreeing  r^Aoa 
were  discharged ;  at  the  third  assizes  two  pleas  setting  forth  the  ^ 
fiicts  and  the  discharge  of  the  jury  at  the  first  and  second  assizes  were 
pleaded ;  no  objection  was  taken  by  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  to  the 
pleas ;  but  they  replied,  adding  some  facts  to  those  stated  in  the  pleas, 
and  the  prisoners  demurred.  The  pleas,  which  were  in  the  nature  of 
pleas  puis  darrein  continuance,  remained  on  the  record  with  the  plea 
of  not  guilty.  In  this  case  the  defendant  has  put  in  the  plea  now 
instead  of  waiting  until  the  information  should  be  taken  down  again 
to  the  assizes.  [Blackburn,  J. — In  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen 
the  counsel  for  the  Crown  waived  any  objections  to  want  of  form  in 
the  pleas,  and  Crampton,  J.,  p.  165,  objected  that,  "after  pleading  not 
guilty  to  the  indictment,  and  putting  themselyes  for  trial  upon  a  jury, 
the  prisoners  are  allowed  not  only  to  plead  in  bar  of  further  proceed- 
ings, but  to  plead  double  maUer,^^  observing  that  if  the  case  proceeded 
to  the  House  of  Lords  it  would  not  pass  without  obseryation.]  Cramp- 
ton,  J.,  only  objected  that  the  pleas  were  double  in  pleading  a  dis- 
charge of  the  jury  at  the  first  assizes  and  a  discharge  of  the  jury  at 
the  second  assizes.  Also  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  merely  waived 
any  objection  to  the  form  of  the  pleas :  and  their  waiver  could  not 
give  jurisdiction  to  the  Court  to  entertain  a  question  not  properly 
raised  on  the  record.  There  is  no  difierence  between  this  plea  and  the 
plea  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  except  that  this  plea  con- 
eludes  with  a  prayer  of  judgment  that  the  defendant  may  "be 
acquitted"  of  the  premises  in  the  information,  that  is,  by  the  Court, 
''and  go  thereof  without  day,  and  that  the  same  may  not  be  further 
prosecuted  against  him ;"  whereas  the  plea  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v. 
The  *Queen,  p.  160,  concludes  with  a  prayer  of  judgment  simply  r^tAarr 
that  the  indictment  "  may  not  be  further  prosecuted"  against  '- 
the  defendant.  [Crompton,  J. — Perrin,  J.,  considers  that  an  entry  of 
the  facts  ought  to  have  been  made  by  the  Clerk  of  the  Crown  when 
the  jury  were  discharged,  "  which  if  he  had  done,"  he  says  (p.  160), 
"there  would  have  been  no  need  of  a  plea  on  the  part  of  the  prisoner  :'• 
that  does  away  with  the  difibrence  of  the  two  pleas.  The  SoUcttor 
OmeraL — ^This  being  a  record  of  this  Court,  an  entry  will  be  made  of 
the  proceedings ;  at  present  only  minutes  are  prepared  from  which  the 
record  will  be  made  up  hereafter.]  The  defendant  is  willing  to  amend 
the  plea  according  to  the  facts  at  the  trial.  The  statement  on  the 
record  ought  to  contain  an  entry  of  the  discharge  of  the  jury  and  the 
reason  for  that  discharge.  In  The  Queen  v.  Newton,  3  Car.  &  E.  86, 
88,(6)  Rolfe,  B.,  said  that  such  a  plea  as  this  would  be  proper  even  if 
it  stated  nothing  new.  [Crompton,  J. — There  is  authority  that  a 
judgment  on  a  plea  of  auterfois  acquit  would  be  final,  and  then  the 
trial  would  be  lost.]  This  plea  is  essentially  difierent  from  a  plea  of 
auterfois  acquit.  [Cockbubn,  C.  J. — ^In  criminal  proceedings  a  de* 
fendant  cannot  plead  double,(c)  and  therefore,  if  instead  of  trving  the 
defendant  on  this  information  a  new  information  were  filed,  he  could 
Aot  plead  a  plea  of  not  guilty  and  this  plea  in  bar.]    There  is  autho* 

(a)  6«e  aa  abttraot  of  the  otse  in  not*  to  Nowton'f  Caao,  18  Q.  B.  736. 

(6)  Soe  Howton'i  Cmo,  U  Q.  B.  7H»  W-  («)  See  1  Chitt.  Crim.  Law,  AZi,  Sd  ed. 
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eHj  that  if  tlie  indiotment  l^e  for  felony  or  ioeason  the .  de&ndiu^ 
jbemdaa  the  plea  of  ftuterfoia  aoq^iU,  ebonld  also  pleail  oyer  to  Ae 
felony :  Arotib.  Plead,  and  Ev.  in  Oriiii.  Cas.  119|  12th  ed. ;  where 
*4681  ^*^^i'^'>>^'^  ^^^f^f  ^  Leach  0.  0.  798,  4th  ed.,  ^is  cited,  in 

-1  whiflh  there  being  s  plea  of  mteiSm  acquit  to  an  indiotm^a 
for  burglary,  it  ia  stated,  p.  712,  note  (a),  "  the  plea,  as  it  wa^  originally 
delivpred  to  the  Court,  did  not  phcfd  apcTy  but  the  Court  conceiving 
this  to  be  absolutely  neoessary,  the  priaonera  pleaded  orer  to  the 
burglary,  'Not  Guilty,^  and  it  Vas  added  to  the  plea  in  parckmenV^ « 
[Cbompton,  J.---iIn  The  Queen  t;.  (}qddard,  2  Ld.  Baym.  920,  922, 
Holt,  C.  J.,  said  **  a  man  eould  not  plead  over  in  any  case,  but  in 
treason  or  felonv,  4nd  not  in  case  of  a  misdemeanour :"  if  the  defoid- 
ant  was  indictea  anew  he  could  not  plead  both  auterfois  acquit  and 
not  guilty.  Suppose  the  Crown  tr^iversqs  tliis  plea  and  issue  is  taken 
thereon,  is  the  record  to  he  sent  down  with  both  pleas  upon  k?]  The 
issue  raised  by  this  plea  will  be  tried  iLvat,  and  if  found  in  foyour  of 
the  defendant  he  wiu  have  judgment  on  it,  and  the  issue  upon  the  plea 
of  not  guilty  will  not  be  tried.  cCaoHBSQK,  3, — ^The  judgment  must 
be  giyen  by  this  Court.  If  the  Crown  ahould  demur,  atill  the  Crown 
has  a  right  to^take  the  oaae  down  to  trial  for  disposing  of  the  issue  in 
&ct.  WiaHTV A>r,  J.— If  the  information  goes  dawn  to  trial  again  and 
the  defondant  is  conyioted,  he  may  moye  in  unrest  of  judgment.]  Bat 
the  Judge  might  pronounoe  sentence  M  once,  as  Lord  Campbdl  did  in 
The  Queen  v.  Humphry  Brown  and  others  (The  Case  of  the  Boyal 
British  Bank  (a) ).  [Cbomftok,  J.---In  1;hat  case  theie  was  no  question 
of  law;  besides,  wh^era  legal  judgment  .could  be  entered  would  be  a 
question  for  this  Court.]  But  it  could  not  come  before  the  Court  until  a 
*4691  P^^  ^  ^the  puniahm/ent  had  been  enduned.  (Phe  Queen  v.  Bavi- 

^  son,  2  F.  &  £".  250,  is  an  mstanee  of  an  indictment  for  misde- 
meanor, in  which  the  jury  not  being  able  to  agree  were  discharged,  and 
the  indiotment  haying  been  removed  into  the  Central  Criminal  Court 
by  certiorari,  a  similar  plea  to  this  was  pleaded,  the  form  and  language 
of  which  shows  that  it  was  pleadea  to  the  original  indictment 
[C30MPT0N,  J. — On  the  removal  of  an  indictmait  by  certiorari  the 
proceedings  begin  a&eah.  Blac^bdek,  J. — ^The  plea  in  The  Queen 
V.  Davison  was  not  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  puis  darrein  continu- 
ance. Ckompton,  J. — ^Unfortunately  the  n^>ort  does  not  give  the 
conclusion  of  the  plea.  The  three  Judges  (Pdlock,  C.  B.,  Kartin,  B., 
and  Hill,  J.)  gave  no  opinion  that  the  discharge  of  the  jury  might  be 
taken  advantage  pf  by  plea :  they  held  the  plea  to  be  bad  because  it 
pleaded  matter  which  was  for  the  discretion  of  the  Judge.  This  is 
matter  for  suggeation  on  the  reoprd  rather  than  of  plea ;  it  concerns 
the  exercise  of  the  power  of  a  Judge,  which  in  former  times  was 
abused,  as  in  Whitebread  and  Fenwiek's  Case^i)  WiOHTHiiN,  J.— - 
Assuming  that  the  plea  states  no  more  than  will  appear  on  the  record, 
we  ought  not  to  allow  the  defendant  to  plead  so  tnat  the  &clts  shall 
twice  appear  on  the  recond.    If  the  plea  and  the  entry  on  the  record 

<f )  At  the  SUiiiig«  at  Onqdlffai  f Ow  90.  Tftm,  1»&7.  8«p  Report  of  the  Trial  hj  Mr.  Cpa 
B^r^f.  ixk  t|ip  following  SM^or  Toxo,  ^ppU^tu)^  fyzM  n^y  .tT}fX  jrtm  m^.^n  on  M»lf  of  i|Hi{e 
of  the  defendants,  but  refused. 

(6)  See  The  King  r.  Ireland  find  Others,  7  How.  St  Tr.  79,  IM,  and  The  King  r.  Whitehnsd 
AqiOlhaiBi.  TO.  ail,  31^17,  nd rMurkp  oa  the  iUefalUjr  of  tbalioooeeiiiac^  Id.  4i7, notf 


iMfbr,  a  .rammeoB  miglit  be  taken  9v%  befove  mj  bisotfau:  Hill  to 
•mead  tbe  leoord.]  The  raoord  is  not  in  Ibe  power  of  the  defendant 
[WioaracAiir,  J.--r-TIie  officer  may  be.  compelled  to  make  the  proper 
entry,  by  taking  out  a 'summons  befixre  a  Judge.  ^Gbohp-  r^AjQ 
fOSf  J.<r-^ppoae  the  jury  found  an  inartificial  verdict]  It  ^  ^'^ 
would  be  neoessacy  to  put  it  on-tiie  record  in  order  that  the  de&ndr 
ant  might  have  toe  judgment  of  the  Court  on  the  question  of  law, 
without  going  down  to  trial  [OBOifBTOiir,  J. — ^I  doubt  the  power  of 
the  Court  to  prevent  the  record  going  down  to  trial  for  disposing  of 
sn  issue  of  fact.]  What  becomes  of  the  plea  of  not  guilty  ?  If  the 
defendant  has  judgment  on  this  plea,  every  other  issue  is  immaterial, 
and  the  cause  is  at  an  end ;  a|id  therefore  it  is  not  necessary  that  the 
other  issue  should  be  tried.  Suppose,  while  the  information  was 
heing  tried,  the  Queen's  pardon  came  down  to  the  assizes.  [Black- 
BUBK,  J. — ^In  that  case  must  not  the  plea  of  not  guilty  be  withdrawn 
as  a  preliminary  step  to  pleading  the  pardon  ?]  In  2  flawk.  P.  C, 
by  Curwood,  p.  651,  b.  2,  c.  S7,  s.  67,  "Of  Pardlon/'  it  is  said, 
''  Fourthly,  That  no  such  pardon  can  be  pleaded  together  with,  or 
l^r  the  general  issue,  unless  it  be  of  a  date  subsequent  to  the  time 
ef  the  pleading  such  issue,  because  otherwise  it  is  waived  by  it.'' 
[CocKBuief,  €.  J.T— When  the  defendant  pleads  a  pardon,  must  he  not 
waive  the  general  issue  ?]  There  is  no  authoritv  for  that  [Cocrburk, 
C.  J. — The  pardon  assumes  the  ofSunoe  of  the  party.]  Whenever 
anything  occurs  subsequently  to  the  juir  being  sworn,  which  disen- 
titles the  Grown  to  proceed  further,  the  defendant  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  put  it  on  the  record  by  way  of  plea.  [C!ogkburk.  0.  J. — Probably 
the  Solicitor-General  would  not  offer  any  resistance  to  an  entry  of  the 
fiists  steted  in  the  plea  being  made  on  Ae  record,  and  then  the  de* 
fisadant  might  pray  judgment  quod  eat  sine  die.  The  Solicitor" 
OeneraL — 1%e  entry  would  contain  in  substance  the  facts  stated  in 
the  plea,  with  the  addition  of  some  Mother  particulars.]  The  r^Ai^% 
objection  is  that  the  Court  has  no  power  to  put  the  defendant  ^ 
epon  his  trial  a  second  time.  [Oockburit,  C.  J. — We  must  aseertaia 
the  effect  of  this  plea  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty,  otherwise  there  may 
be  double  pleading,  which  is  not  ^owable.  If  the  facts  are  put  on 
the  record  by  way  of  suggestion  they  are  traversidble.  CBOXPTOir, 
J. — ^The  Court  will  not  quash  an  indictment  unless  it  is  perfectly 
dear  that  the  indictment  is  insufficient  but  leaves  it  on  tlie  record,  so 
that  the  objection  to  it  may  be  taken  in  amest  of  judgment.  And.a 
plea  that  the  defendant  ought  to  be  acquitted  is  practically  a  matter 
in  arrest  of  judgment]  Suppose  a  plea  that  the  jury  gave  a  verdict 
ef  acquittal,  and  thereupon  the  Judge  di^^otod  that  the  jury  should 
he  discharged.  Or  suppose  an  issue  as  to  error  in  &ct,  there  would 
be  a  venire  to  try  that  issue,  in  order  to  inform  the  conscience  of  the 
Court,  and  to  enable  it  to  determine  whether  it  would  send  the  case 
down  for  trial. 

The  SoUdtoT'  Chneral,  Qverend,  Monk,  Cheuby,  and  Wehby^  in  anp^ 
port  of  the  rule,  were  not  called  upon. 

CooXBUBN,  C.  Sjrrrl  am  of  opiuiou  that  the  rule  ought  to  be  nutde 
;^b«0bite.  This  plea  cannot  be  allowed  to  remain  on  the  file :  as  the 
leeovd  now  stands,  it  is  open  to  the  obieotion  of  Gdiowing  what 
to  adoubls  plea;  and  ii  is  laid  down  by  authority  that«ia 
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an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanour  there  may  not  be  doable  pleas.  The 
proper  mode  of  raising  the  question  whether  the  defendant  may  be 
pat  apon  his  trial  again  upon  this  information  will  be,  by  the  defend- 
ant taking  any  objection  which  he  is  entitled  to  by  law,  when  the 
facts  are  entered  on  the  record.  The  Solicitor-Chneral  makes  no 
*4721  "^o^j^^^^^  ^^  adopt  the  facts  as  stated  in  the  plea,  with  the 
-I  addition  of  some  particulars.  When  the  facts  appear  upon  the 
record,  there  will  be  a  further  objection  to  the  plea  that  it  states  the 
same  facts  as  are  already  stated  on  the  record.  Therefore,  this  being 
a  matter  of  discretion  with  the  Court,  I  am  of  opinion  that  we  ought 
not  to  allow  this  plea. 

WiGHTMAK,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  upon  the  ground  that 
if  there  shall  be  an  entry  on  the  record  of  the  &cts  as  stated  in  this 
plea,  it  will  be  inconvenient,  if  not  improper,  that  the  same  matter 
should  appear  twice  on  the  record.  Whatever  may  be  the  mode  of 
taking  aa vantage  of  the  discharge  of  the  jury,  the  defendant  will  not 
be  prejudiced  by  putting  the  matter  on  the  record,  except  in  this,  that 
he  may  be  put  to  the  trouble  and  expense  of  another  trial.  I  do  not 
know  how  that  may  be :  certain  I  am  that  there  is  no  instance  in 
which  there  has  been  such  a  plea  except  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The 
Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Rep.  149,  and  The  Queen  v,  Davison,  2  F.  &  F, 
250 ;  in  which  latter  case  it  does  not  appear  whether  the  prisoner  was 
tried  upon  the  same  or  another  indictment. 

Crompton,  J. — We  must  consider  this  application  as  we  should  do 
an  application  to  put  this  plea  on  the  record ;  because  the  plea  was 
put  on  the  record  by  an  application  ex  parte.  It  is  clear  that  it  cannot 
be  allowed  without  the  plea  of  not  guilty  being  withdrawn.  This  is 
not  matter  of  plea,  but  matter  of  error.  It  is  an  objection  to  what 
has  occurred  at  the  trial,  as  when  there  is  a  wrong  entry  on  the  record 
as  to  the  jury,  or  when  the  jury  have  given  an  imperfect  verdict:  in 
*4781  ^^^^^  ^cases  the  proper  course  is  to  get  the  facts  entered  upon 
-'  the  record ;  and  when  the  defendant  is  brought  up  for  judg- 
ment then  is  the  time  for  him  to  take  objection.  Therefore  I  agree 
that  the  plea  ought  to  be  expunged. 

Blacicbubn,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  sufficient  to  say 
that,  while  the  plea  of  not  guilty  stands  on  the  record,  the  pleading 
this  plea  is  pleading  double,  and  therefore  it  ought  to  be  expungea. 
The  true  state  of  things  as  they  occurred  at  the  trial  ought  to  be 
entered  on  the  record ;  and  I  think  no  advantage  can  be  taken  of  that 
entry  until  the  plea  of  not  guilty  has  been  disposed  of. 

Bule  absolute. 

Sir  F.  Kelly  (June  11th)  applied  to  the  Court  to  order  that  a  state- 
ment of  the  facts  should  be  entered  on  the  record  immediatelv. 

The  following  entry  on  the  record  was  accordingly  made:  "On 
which  day,  before  our  lady  the  Queen,  at  Westminster,  come  as  well 
the  said  Attornev-General  of  our  lady  the  Queen  as  the  said  J.  B. 
Charlesworth  by  his  attorney  aforesaid.  And  the  Justices  of  our  lady 
the  Queen,  of  Assize,  before  whom,  &c.,  have  sent  here  their  recora 
refore  them  had  in  these  words,  to  wit,  '  Afterwards,  at  the  day  and 
place  within  contained  before  the  Honourable  Sir  Hugh  Hill,  Elnight, 
one  of  the  Justices  of  our  Lady  the  Queen,  before  the  Que^i  hersolf, 
and  the  Honourable  Sir  Henry  Singer  Keating,  one  of  the  Justices  of 


I  BS8T  ft  SMITH.    Q.  B.  473 

our  Lady  the  Qaeen  of  the  Benoh,  Jostioes  of  oar  Lady  the  Queen 
assigned  to  take  the  Assizes  in  and  for  the  county'  of  York,  oome  as' 
well  the  said  Attomey-Oeneial  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  as  the  said  J 
B.  *Charlesworth  by  his  attorney  aforesaid.  And  the  jurors  r^^^j^ 
of  the  jury,  whereof  mention  is  within  made,  being  called  like-  '- 
wise,  come,  who  to  say  the  truth  of  the  matters  within  contained  were 
elected,  tried,  and  sworn.  And  afterwards,  at  the  Assizes  aforesaid, 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  the  said  jury,  so  sworn  as  aforesaid,  are  then 
and  there  duly  charged  with  the  said  J.  B.  Gharlesworth,  and  he  the 
said  J.  B.  Gharlesworth  is  then  and  there  duly  given  in  charge  to  the 
said  jurors  so  sworn  as  aforesaid,  and  thereupon  public  proclamation 
is  ms^e  there  in  Court  for  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  that  if  there  be 
a&y  one  who  will  inform  the  aforesaid  Justices  of  Assize,  the  Queen's 
Attorney-General,  the  Queen's  Serjeant  at  Law,  or  the  jurors  of  the 
jury  aforesaid  concerning  the  matters  within  contained,  he  should 
oome  forth  and  be  heard.  Whereupon  Sir  William  Atherton,  Knight, 
Solicitor-General,  ofifereth  himself  on  behalf  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen  to  do  this.  Whereupon  the  Court  here  procccdeth  to  the  taking 
of  the  inquest  aforesaid  by  the  jurors  aforesaid,  now  here  appearing 
for  the  purpose  aforesaid,  and  during  the  taking  of  the  inquest  afore- 
said Jos^  Louis  Fernandes,  a  witness  produced  before  the  said  jurors 
for  and  on  behalf  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  the  said  J.  L.  Fernandes 
then  being  a  material  and  necessary  witness  on  behalf  of  our  said 
Lady  the  Queen,  wholly  refused  to  answer  a  certain  question  put  to 
him  by  the  counsel  for  and  on  behalf  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen. 
Whereupon  the  said  Sir  Hugh  Hill,  one  of  the  said  Justices,  having 
delivered  his  opinion  that  the  said  J.  L.  Fernandes  is  bound  by  law  to 
answer  the  said  question,  and  he  the  said  J.  L.  Fernandes  still  refusing 
to  answer  the  same,  the  said  Sir  Hugh  Hill  adjudges  that  the  said  J. 
L.  Fernandes  is  by  reason  thereof  guilty  of  a  *contempt  of  [-♦^^k 
Court  here.  And  thereupon  the  counsel  for  our  said  Lady  the  '• 
Queen  decline  to  proceed  further  with  the  taking  of  the  inquest  afore- 
said, and  call  upon  the  said  Justice  to  discharge  the  said  jurors  from 
giving  any  verdict  thereon,  against  which  the  said  J.  B.  Charlesworth 
by  his  counsel  in  that  behalf  objects  and  protests,  and  requires  the 
said  Justice  to  proceed  with  the  taking  of  the  said  inquest,  so  that  the 
jurors  aforesaid  may  deliver  their  verdict  thereon,  which  the  said 
Justice  refuses  to  do ;  and  thereupon  the  said  Justice  then  and  there, 
for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  and  for  no  other  cause  whatever,  and  with* 
out  the  consent  and  against  the  will  of  the  said  J.  B.  Charlesworth, 
and  of  his  said  counsel,  orders  that  the  said  jurors  shall  be,  and  the 
jurors  by  the  Justice  aforesaid,  from  giving  any  verdict  of  and  upon 
the  premises  are,  discharged.  Therefore  the  jury  aforesaid  are  further 
put  in  respite  before  our  Lady  the  Queen,  at  Westminster,  until,  &c." 
Sir  F.  Kelly  (June  12th)  obtained  a  rule,  of  which  notice  was  given 
to  the  Solicitor  of  the  Treasury,  by  which,  "upon  reading  the  record 
in  this  prosecution,"  it  was  "  ordered  that  cause  be  shown  instanter  (a) 
why  judgment  should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  that  he  be 

(a)  June  12lh  being  the  last  day  of  Triaity  Tenn,  tbe  rule  was  made  returnable  inttantar, 
te  erdar  Ibai  it  migbt  be  a  matter  *'  pending  In  tbe  Coart/'  and  as  suob  be  diapoaed  of  at  the 
^ttiagi  in  Bana  after  Term,  aToidiag  tbe  qneation  whatbtr  the  Court  bad  power  to  make  the 
lale  letamable  at  those  aittlngt  b/  consent. 
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dismissed  and  discharged  of  and  from  the  premises  in  the  information 
in  this  prosecution  specified  and  charged  upon  him,  and  that  he  depart 
without  day  in  that  oehalf ;  and  why  the  award  of  jury  process  and  all 
♦4761   *^*^®^  proceedings  in  this  prosecution  should  not  be  stayed." 

-'       This  rule  was  argued  at  the  Sittings  in  Banc  after  Term 
(June  22d,  2Sd,  24th,  and  25th). 

The  Solicitor- General^  Overend^  Cleasby,  and  Webby,  showed  cause. 
— ^First ;  in  the  present  state  of  the  record  and  of  the  proceedings,  the 
judgment  prayed  for,  which  would  amount  to  a  judgment  of  acquittal, 
cannot  be  entered  either  according  to  the  principles  of  pleading  or 
according  to  precedent.  The  issue  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty  remains 
to  be  disposea  of.  A  final  judgment  cannot  be  given  until  all  the 
issues  in  law  and  in  fact  joined  on  the  record  have  been  disposed  of, 
which  means  that  there  must  be  a  judgment  or  a  verdict  and  judgment 
upon  each :  Beckham  v.  Knight,  7  Dowl.  P.  C.  409 ;  Garden  v.  The 
General  Cemetery  Company,  Id.  425 ;  Hinton  v.  Acraman,  S  C.  B.  737 
(E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  54).  [Blackburn,  J. — If  the  other  side  are  right,  the 
issue  on  the  plea  of  not  guilty  has  been  disposed  of.  Cockbubn,  C.  J. 
— ^The  reason  for  not  taking  the  record  into  a  Court  of  error  until  all 
the  issues  are  disposed  of  does  not  apply  if  the  issue  on  the  plea  of  not 
guilty  is  immaterial.]  Whether  this  application  is  granted  or  refused, 
the  case  will  not  be  ripe  for  a  final  judgment ;  and  a  writ  of  error  can 
be  brought  only  upon  a  final  judgment:  Metcalfe's  Case,  11  Co.  38. 
This  is  in  the  nature  of  an  application  to  stay  proceedings,  and  the 
refusal  of  such  an  application  could  not  be  reviewed  by  wrifc  of  error. 
[Crompton,  J. — If  we  refuse  a  venire  de  novo,  will  there  not  be  a  judg- 
ment on  which  a  writ  of  error  will  lie  ?  The  refusal  would  appear  on 
*4771  *^^^  record ;  and  if  we  are  wrong,  the  Court  of  error  would 
J  award  a  venire  de  novo.  The  House  of  Lords  have  held  that 
a  writ  of  error  will  lie  on  an  award  of  a  venire  de  novo.(a)  Blackburn, 
J. — The  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Campbell  v.  The 
Queen,  11  Q.  B.  799,  814  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  63),  shows  that  the  Court 
of  error  might  order  the  Court  below  to  award  a  venire  de  novo.] 
Admitting  that  a  wrong  award  of  a  venire  de  novo  is  ground  of 
7rror,(i)  there  would  be  no  award  of  a  venire  de  novo  in  this  case; 
upon  the  writ  being  resealed«  the  same  jury  as  that  which  was  dis- 
charged would  be  summoned  by  the  sheriff  without  the  intervention 
of  the  Count  by  distringas  out  of  the  Crown  Office.  [They  referred 
to  the  entry  in  Minter  ats.  Brett,  Lill.  Entr.  489,  and  in  The  Queen  v. 
Watson,  2  Ld.  Baym.  856,  where  a  juror  was  withdrawn  on  the  first 
trial.]  In  this  case,  the  special  jury  was  struck  according  to  the  prac- 
tice existing  before  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  15  &  16  Vict, 
c.  76,  in  pursuance  of  the  proviso  in  sect.  108 ;  but  a  fresh  rule  for  a 
special  jury  would  not  be  necessary.  [Wightman,  J. — The  Master 
says  that  a  special  jury  would  in  this  case  be  summoned  by  a  venire 
de  novo  in  the  old  way.]  There  is  no  instance  in  the  Crown  OfiSce 
of  a  writ  of  error  upon  a  judgment  quod  eat  sine  die.  And  if  the 
judgment  quod  eat  sine  die  discharges  the  defendant  from  the  offence, 
there  could  not  be  new  process  to  vex  him  for  the  same  offence.  Pnr- 
ther,  there  is  no  precedent  for  such  a  judgment  as  eat  sine  die  at  this 

{^)  43m  McMaiion  r.  Sir  T.  B.  Leoottd,  6  H.  L.  Ca.  031. 

(i)  Se«  Th«  Common  Law  Proeedan  Aot»  18&4»  17  A  IS  Vlot  e.  125»  s.  4S. 
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Stage  of  the  proceedings.  The  only  mode  in  *which  an  objec-  r«A7Q 
tion  can  be  taken  to  matter  on  the  record  earlier  than  the  time  ^ 
for  moving  in  arrest  of  judgment  is  by  demurrer.  The  objection 
which  is  made  the  CTound  of  this  application  will  be  open  to  the  de- 
fendant on  motion  m  arrest  of  judgment  and  on  a  writ  of  error  upon 
final  judgment.  In  Kinloch's  Case,  Foster  16,  22,(a)  the  issue  on  the 
plea  of  not  guilty  was  first  tried,  and,  the  prisotiers  being  found 
guilty,  their  counsel  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment.  [Wightman,  J. — 
In  The  King  v.  Wade,  1  Moo.  0.  C.  86,  the  Judges  thought  that  the 
discharge  of  the  jury  was  improper,  and  that  judgment  of  acquittal 
should  have  been  given,  but  there  they  leave  the  matter.  Crompton, 
J.— In  King  v.  The  Queen,  14  Q.  B.  31  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  68),  the  reason 
for  ordering  a  second  trial  was  entered  upon  the  record.]  The  course 
taken  by  the  defendant  in  this  case  was  not  taken  in  Newton's  Case, 
13  Q.  B.  716  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  66),  nor  in  The  Queen  v.  Davison,  2  F. 
k  F.  250,  which  was  an  indictment  for  a  misdemeanor,  nor  in  Conway 
aud  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Rep.  149,  which  was  an  indict- 
ment for  a  felony.  The  proceedings  in  the  latter  case  were  irregular, 
but  the  consent  of  the  Attorney-General  cured  the  irregularity. 
[Crompton,  J. — In  Newton's  Case,  the  prisoner  had  been  tried  before 
commissioners  of  Oyer  and  Terminer ;  and  in  The  Queen  v.  Davison 
the  prisoner,  had  been  tried  at  the  Quarter  Sessions.  This  question 
arises  on  matter  appearing  on  the  record  in  the  nature  of  a  p(^tea, 
and  I  do  not  see  any  reason  why  it  should  not  be  raised  at  that  stage 
of  the  proceedings.] 

•Secondly :  at  no  stage  of  the  proceedings,  and  in  no  form  t^^itq 
would  the  <lefendant  be  entitled  to  have  the  judgment  prayed  ^ 
for  entered  on  the  record.  The  Judge  had  power  to  discharge  the 
jury,  and  if  he  had  that  power  it  must  be  exercised  in  his  discre- 
tion, and  his  discretion  is  not  subject  to  be  reviewed  any  more  than 
the  ruling  of  a  Judge  in  criminal  cases  as  to  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence or  his  mode  of  leaving  a  case  to  the  jury.  The  authorities  and 
cases  are  most  of  them  cited  or  referred  to  in  the  argument  of  Sir 
John  Jervis,  Attorney-General,  in  Newton's  Case,  p.  717-725.  [They 
referred  to  Co.  Litt.  227  6;  Doctor  and  Student,  Dial.  2,  ch.  52;  2 
Hale  P.  C.  294,  295,  c.  41 ;  Kinloch's  Case ;  Ferraris  Case,  T.  Raym. 
84.]  The  position  in  Co.  Litt.  227  b,  that  "  a  jury  sworn  and  charged 
in  case  of  life  or  member,  cannot  be  discharged  by  the  Court  or  any 
other,  but  they  ought  to  give  a  verdict,"  is  too  large,  as  appears  from 
subsequent  decisions.  The  rule  laid  down  by  Blackstone,  4  Comm. 
p.  360,  is,  that  *'the  jury  cannot  be  discharged  (unless  in  cases  of 
evident  necessity)  till  they  have  given  in  their  verdict."  And  the 
word  necessity  is  not  confined  to  physical  necessity.  [They  cited  the 
observations  of  Coleridge  and  Erie,  Js..  in  Newton's  Case,  18  Q.  B.  783, 
734  (E.  C.  L.  R  vol.  66).]  To  constitute  the  necessity  it  is  enough  that 
there  are  special  circumstances,  caused  by  the  misconduct  of  some 
person  concerned  in  the  trial,  owing  to  which,  unless  the  jury  are  dis- 
charged, there  will  be  a  failure  of  justice.  In  2  Hawk.  P.  C,  by  Cur- 
wood,  619,  ch.  47,  8. 1,  it  is  said  "  that  it  seems  to  have  been  anciently 
an  uncontro verted  rule,  and  hath  been  allowed,  even  by  those  of  the 
contrary  opinion,  to  have  been  the  general  tradition  of  the  law  that 

(a)  The  cam  is  ilto  nportod  in  18  How.  St.  Tr.  396. 
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♦4801  ^  J^^y  *sworii  and  charged  in  a  capital  case,  cannot  be  dis- 
J  charged  (without  the  prisoner's  consent)  till  they  have  riven  a 
verdict ;''  and  then  it  is  added,  note  (c),  "and  the  same  is  holden  by 
Coke  as  to  larceny,  and  any  case  of  member :  8  Inst.  110,  Co.  Litt. 
227  b.  But  as  to  cases  of  an  inferior  nature,  the  contrary  hath  been 
adjudged:  Raymond  84.  Vide  1  Ventr.  69."  [Wightman,  J.— "Any 
case  of  member"  embraces  those  misdemeanors  for  which  a  party 
might  have  been  condemned  to  stand  in  the  pillory.]  This  is  not  so 
much  matter  of  law  as  of  practice :  Crampton,  J.,  in  Conway  and 
Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Rep.  149,  172.  In  Kinloch's  Case, 
Poster  29,  Foster,  J.,  said,  "  I  take  it  to  be  one  of  those  questions  which 
are  not  capable  of  being  determined  by  any  general  rule  that  hath 
hitherto  been  laid  down,  or  possibly  ever  may  be.  For  I  think  it  is 
impossible  to  fix  upon  any  single  rule  which  can  be  made  to  govern 
the  infinite  varietv  of  cases  which  may  come  under  this  general  ques- 
tion without  manifest  absurdity ;  and  in  some  instances  without  the 
highest  injustice."  In  2  Hale  P.  C.  295,  c.  41,  it  is  said,  "  Nothing  is 
more  ordinary  than  afker  the  jury  sworn,  and  charged  with  a  prisoner, 
and  evidence  given,  yet  if  it  appear  to  the  Court,  that  some  of  the 
evidence  is  kept  back,  or  taken  off"  (that  is  by  collusion  with  the  pri- 
soner), "or  that  there  may  be  a  fuller  discovery,  and  the  offence 
notorious  *  *  *  and  that  the  evidence,  though  not  sufficient  to  convict 
the  prisoner,  yet  gives  the  Court  a  great  and  strong  suspicion  of  his 
guilt,  the  Court  may  discharge  the  jury  of  the  prisoner,  and  remit 
him  to  the  gaol  for  further  evidence."  Ferrar's  Case,  T.  Raym.  84. 
goes  farther  than  is  necessary  for  the  present  case.  [Cockbubn, 
C.  J. — And  farther  than  the  modern  practice  warrants.]  One  class 
♦4811  ^^  cases  in  *  which,  according  to  modern  practice,  judges  have 
^  discharged  the  jjiry,  is  where  the  jury  have  been  unable  to 
agree,  as  in  The  King  v.  Cobbett,  referred  to  in  Newton's  Case.  13 
Q.  B.  723  (B.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  66),  or  where  a  juror  has  fallen  ill  as  in 
The  King  v.  Edwards,  4  Taunt.  809,  S.  C.  8  Camp.  207,  Russ.  &  By. 
224.  The  King  v.  Stevenson,  2  Leach,  C.  C.  546,  and  The  King  r.  Seal- 
bert.  Id.  620.  [Crompton,  J. — The  exercise  of  the  power  in  those 
cases  is  not  disputed,]  Another  class  of  cases  is  where  the  jury  has 
been  tampered  with,  as  in  the  case  cited  by  Sir  John  Strange  in  FosL 
27,  which  was  an  indictment  for  murder,  Hil,  8  H.  7,  Rot.  3,  and  The 
King  V.  Jane  D — ,  1  Ventr.  69.  [Wightman,  J. — The  report  in  Ventris 
does  not  say  what  became  of  that  case.]  In  The  King  v.  Stokes,  6 
Car.  &  P.  151  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  25),  the  jury  was  discharged,  upon  the 
application  of  the  counsel  of  the  prisoner,  on  the  ground  of  the  ab- 
sence of  a  material  witness ;  and  if  that  was  contrary  to  law  it  could 
not  have  been  done  even  at  the  prisoner's  request.  Suppose  a  tumult 
in  the  Court,  and  the  jury  were  overawed,  the  exercise  of  this  power 
would  be  necessary  for  the  proper  administration  of  justice.  In  thia 
case  the  withholding  of  the  evidence  by  the  witness  made  it  necessary 
that  the  jury  should  be  discharged. 

Sir  K  Kelly,  Melliah,  and  Mauh,  for  the  defendant.— [The  Court 
desired  counsel  to  ar^ue  the  main  question  first.]  The  result  of  the 
authorities  and  precedents  is  that  when  the  jury  has  been  once  charged 
with  the  accused,  and  sworn  to  pronounce  a  verdict  on  a  criminal 
charge,  they  cannot  lawfully  be  aischarged  until  a  verdict  has  been 
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pronounced;  except  *by  reason  of  the  act  of  the  prisoner,  as  r^^go 
where  it  is  at  his  instance  or  for  his  benefit,  or  in  case  of  an  '- 
insurmountable  necessity.  And  in  this  rule  the  term  "  necessity"  has 
a  definite  meaning :  it  means  a  state  of  things  in  which  it  is  manifest 
to  the  presiding  Judge  that  a  legal  verdict  has  become  impossible,  as 
by  reason  of  the  death  or  illness  of  a  juryman  amounting  to  his  life 
being  in  danger,  or  rendering  him  physically  incapable  of  deliberat- 
ing and  concurring  in  a  verdict,  or  by  reason  of  a  permanent  and 
irreconcileable  disagreement  among  the  jurors,  or  by  reason  of  the 
illness  or  incapacity  of  the  Judge,  or  the  illness  of  the  prisoner.  In 
these  cases  it  is  not  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  Judge ;  though  he 
must  determine  when  the  circumstances  constitute  a  necessity  for  dis- 
charging the  jury,  and  from  his  judgment  upon  that  matter  there  is 
no  appeal.  In  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Coke  in  Co.  Litt.  227  b, 
referring  to  21  Ed.  8, 18,  and  in  3  Inst.  110,  and  by  Lord  Holt  in  The 
King  V.  Perkins,  mentioned  in  Carthew,(a)  there  must  be  an  implied 
exception  of  cases  of  necessity ;  such  as  are  suggested  in  Doctor  and 
Student,  Dial.  2,  ch.  52,  where  the  law  is  assumed  to  be  as  laid  down 
by  Lord  Coke,  viz. :  "  If  they  (the  jury)  will  in  nowise  agree  in  their 
verdict,"  and  "  if  one  of  the  jury  die  before  verdict,  or  if  any  other 
like  casualties  fell  in  that  behalf."  Where,  indeed,  a  juror  dies  or 
falls  ill,  the  jury  are  not  discharged  by  the  act  of  the  Judge,  but  by 
nncontrollable  circumstances  by  which  they  are  reduced  below  their 
legal  number.  [They  also  cited  2  Hawk.  P.  C,  by  Curwood,  c.  47, 
s.  1,  p.  619,  and  4  Bac.  Abridg.,  *7th  ed.,  p.  578,  Juries,  (G.)]  r*4oo 
The  rule  laid  down  by  Blackstone,  4  Comm.  p.  360,  expressly  ^ 
excepts  '•  cases  of  evident  necessity."  In  The  King  v.  Edwards,  4 
Taunt.  809,  811,  Lord  Ellenborough  recognised  this  rule,  and  Cramp-, 
ton,  J.,  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Rep.  171,  says : 
"This  rule  seems  to  apply  equally  to  all  criminal  cases."  But  Black- 
stone  refers  only  to  Gould's  Case,(6)  Hil.  1764,  which  was  an  indict- 
ment for  murder,  upon  the  trial  of  which  one  of  the  jurors  fell  ill. 
[CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^Blackstone  refers  to  it  as  the  only  case  of  neces- 
sity which  had  been  recorded  within  his  knowledge.]  All  the  cases 
from  the  time  of  Ed.  3  to  the  present  day,  with  the  exception  of  those 
in  the  time  of  Car.  2,  have  been  cases  of  necessity  in  the  strictest 
sense  of  the  word,  or  cases  in  which  the  jury  have  been  discharged 
at  the  instance  of  the  prisoner,  as  in  Kinloch^s  Case,  Foster  16,  32. 
The  case  in  21  Ed.  3,  18,  cited  in  Co.  Lit.  227  6,  is  explained  by  Sir 
Michael  Foster,  pp.  32,  33,  as  falling  within  the  rule  in  Br.  Abr.  Corone, 
pL  42,  that  a  man  who  has  been  arraigned  for  felony,  and  pleaded  not 
guilty,  cannot  afterwards  become  an  approver ;  and  therefore  it  was 
merely  the  Judge  declining  to  allow  the  prisoner  to  be  approver.  But 
in  Fitz.  Abr.  Corone  &  Pleea  del  Gorone,  pi.  449,  the  case  is  abridged, 
and  the  reason  given,  is:  "pur  ceo  que  Tenquest  ne  serra  discharge, 
mez  le  Courte  lui  oyest  et  tiel  come  il  accuse  que  le  viscount  eux  fra 
endite  en  son  counte,  &c."  [Blackburn,  J. — That  passage  is  an 
authority  that  it  could  not  be  done  with  the  consent  of  the  Crown. 
Cbompton,  J. — There  is  no  objection  to  the  prisoner  withdrawing  his 

(a)  CarUi«w  465.    See  Chief  Jattioe  Byre  and  Mr.  Justice  Tracy's  MS.  aotes  of  the  sam« 
case,  and  obserrations  on  the  latter  in  Fost  24,  28. 
{b)  See  18  How  St.  Tr.  415,  note;  3  Chitty's  Bum's  Justice  974,  29th  ed.,  tit.  Juroe: 


483  REGINA  i;.  CHARLESWORTH.    T.  V.  1861. 

♦4.841  P^®*  *  doubt  has  been  suggested  *at  tbe  Old  Bailej  wliether 
J  the  plea  could  be  withdrawn,  but  I  have  allowed  it  to  be  done.] 
In  The  King  v.  Jane  D — ,  1  Ventr.  69,  the  ground  of  the  discharge  of 
the  jury  was  "  the  witnesses,  not  appearing,  were  suspected  to  be  tam- 
pered with  by  the  prisoner :"  that  case  stands  on  the  rule  that  no  man 
can  take  advantage  of  his  own  wrong.  [Blackburn,  J. — Suppose  it 
was  discovered  that  the  prisoner  had  bribed  the  jury.  Crompton,  J. 
— It  would  be  diflScult  to  aver  against  the  record ;  though  it  might 
amount  to  error  in  fact.]  There  is  nothing  on  this  record  to  justify 
the  Court  in  assuming  that  the  defendant  instigated  the  witness  not 
to  give  evidence.  The  record  states  that  the  Judge  ordered  the  jury 
to  be  discharged  "  for  the  reasons  aforesaid,  and  for  no  other  cause 
whatever."  When  the  verdict  is  procured  by  the  misconduct  of  the 
prisoner  it  is  not  a  legal  verdict.  [Cromptox,  J. — Suppose  that  by 
the  fault  of  a  third  party  there  is  no  verdict.]  If  it  is  not  by  the 
fault  of  the  prisoner,  it  does  not  come  within  the  principle  of  neces- 
sity. Even  if  a  witness,  by  collusion  with  the  prisoner,  gives  false 
evidence,  it  has  never  been  heard  that  the  jury  could  be  discharged. 
In  Mansell's  Case,  1  Ander.  Rep.  103,  26  Eliz.,  at  the  Newgate  Ses- 
sions, the  jury  were  discharged  with  the  consent  of  the  prisoner,  which 
Foster,  J.,  in  Kinloch's  Case,  Foster  81,  thought  "ought  not  to  have 
been  done."  The  record  in  the  former  case,  upon  which  the  opinion 
of  the  Judges  was  taken  whether  the  prisoner  could  be  tried  again, 
stated  that  the  foreman  of  the  jury  answered  that  the  prisoner  was 
guilty,  and  the  other  jurors  said  they  were  not  agreed,  and  that  because 
the  said  verdict  appeared  to  the  Court  to  be  uncertain,  vicious  and 
*4.8ol  *i°sufficient  in  law,  ''Quaesitum  est  de  prefat.  Thoma  Mansell 
^  si  velit  de  jurat,  prsadict.  necnon  de  veredicto  suo  in  forma  pr»- 
<lict.  reddito  exonerari  necne,  qui  dixit  quod  ipse  contentus  fuit  de  jurat, 
ilia  necnon  de  veredicto  suo  praedict.  in  forma  praedict.  reddit.  exonerari, 
et  sic  idem  Thomas  ex  assensu  suo  proprio  ae  jurat,  predict,  per  Cur. 
hie  exoneratur.  [Crompton,  J. — I  should  conjecture  that  the  prisoner 
never  did  consent :  such  an  entry  was  often  made  when  it  was  the  act 
of  the  Court.]  In  that  case  the  jury  were  discharged  before  it  ap- 
peared that  the  disagreement  was  permanent.  In  The  King  v,  Tavemer, 
8  Bulstr.  171,  173,  a  coroner's  jury  in  the  county  of  Hertford,  who 
would  not  agree  upon  a  verdict,  were,  it  seems,  discharged  by  autho- 
rity of  Flemming,  C.  J.,  who  was  then  attending  the  assizes  at  Hertford, 
which  would  have  been  unnecessary  if  the  coroner  had  an  inherent 
power  to  discharge  them.  Hanscom's  Case,  15  Car.  1,  cited  in  2  Hale 
P.  C,  ch.  41,  295,  296,  where  one  of  the  jury  wilfully  left  the  assize 
town,  was  a  case  of  necessity.  In  the  time  of  Car.  2,  a  practice  pre- 
vailed of  discharging  the  jury  by  reason  of  the  insufficiency  of  the 
evidence  produced,  or  in  the  power  of  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  to 
produce,  at  the  trial :  but  that  is  to  be  found  only  in  the  trials  of 
notorious  criminals,  or  in  the  state  trials,  and  may  have  been  adopted 
by  the  Judges  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  justice  being  defeated. 
[As  to  the  character  of  the  administration  of  justice  in  some  of 
those  trials,  they  cited  Hallam^s  Constitutional  History  of  England, 
ch.  xii.  vol.  2,  p.  294,  4to.  ed.]  The  passage  in  2  Hale  P.  C.  ch.  41, 
295,  is  the  only  authority  on  the  other  side.  [They  referred  to  the 
note,  ibid,  by  Serjeant  Wilson.]    The  resolution  of  the  Judges  iu 
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Feirar's  Case,  T.  Ra3mi.  84,  may  have  been  intended  to  apply  to  such 
cases  of  *necessity  as  the  death  of  a  juror  or  the  disagreement   [•♦^o^ 
of  the  jury,  and  it  is  said  by  Sir  T.  Raymond  to  be  "  contrary   *• 
to  common  tradition,  which  hath  been  held  by  many  learned  in  the 
law  "     [Cromptok,  J. — The  common  tradition  may  have  arisen  from 
the  peculiarly  solemn  charge  to  the  jury  in  cases  of  felony — ^they  are 
sworn  to  make  true  deliverance ;  in  the  case  of  misdettieanor  they  are 
gwom  merely  to  try  the  issue.]   The  three  cases  in  Sir  John  Kelyng's 
Reports,  which  were  tried  at  the  Newgate  Sessions,  aftbrd  an  example 
of  the  mischief  and  injustice  which  might  ensue  if  a  Judge  had  a 
power  of  discharging  the  jury  without  any  limit  and  without  appeal. 
In  Roberts's  Case,  J.  Kelyn.  26,  upon  an  indictment  of  the  prisoner  as 
principal  in  a  burglary,  it  appearing  upon  the  evidence  that  he  was 
only  accessory  after  the  fact,  it  was  doubted  by  the  Judges  whether  he 
might  or  might  not  be  indicted  again  as  accessory,  and  therefore  to 
avoid  all  doubt  they  discharged  the  jury.     If  this  could  be  done,  the 
Judge  might  in  every  case  deprive  the  prisoner  of  the  benefit  of 
pleading  auterfois  acquit.    In  Gardiner's  Case,  J.  Kelyn.  46,  47,  which 
was  an  indictment  for  breaking  open  a  house  in  the  day-time,  the  jury 
were  discharged  by  reason  the  evidence  could  not  be  made  out  with- 
out the  examinations  taken  by  the  Lord  Mayor,  and  he  was  absent. 
In  Jones  and  Bever's  Case,  Id.  52,  on  an  indictment  for  burglary,  the 
Judges  agreed  that  they  might  have  discharged  the  jury  when  they 
saw  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient.     In  Whitebread  and  Fenwick's 
Case,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  79,  119,  120,  811,  815-817,  who  were  tried  for 
high  treason,  with  Ireland  and  others,  on  the  first  trial,  there  being 
only  one  witness  against  them,  the  jury  were  discharged  of  them ;  and 
upon  the  second  trial  on  a  fresh  indictment,  Whitebread  took  the 
•objection,  which  was  overruled  by  the  Judges,  but  is  now   r^Aoy 
admitted  to  have  been  a  valid  objection,  that  he  was  put  upon   *- 
his  trial  the  second  time.     In  Bookwood's  Case,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  189, 
after  the  jury  had  been  sworn,  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  took  several 
objections  to  the  indictment,  and  Powell,  J.,  said,  p.  173,  "  You  should 
have  timed  your  motion  better ;  for  certainly  now  the  jury  is  charged 
they  must  give  a  verdict  either  of  acquittal  or  conviction."     [They 
also  referred  to  the  observations  of  Sir  Thomas  Trevor,  Attorney- 
General,  in  Rook  wood's  Case,  13  How.  St.  Tr.  165, 166,  and  of  Powell, 
J.,  in  Cook's  Case,  Ibid.  324,  and  Sir  Bartholomew  Shower,  Ibid.  321, 
322.]    If  the  discharge  of  the  jury  in  this  case  was  wrong,  the  sending 
the  case  down  to  trial  again  is  destructive  of  the  maxim  that  a  man 
cannot  be  put  on  his  trial  twice  for  the  same  offence.    The  reason 
given  in  2  Hale  P.  C.  295,  ch.  4,  in  favour  of  the  power  to  discharge 
the  jury,  is  a  strong  one ;  nevertheless  the  contrary  practice  has  been 
followed  (a)  since  the  Revolution.     [Blackburn,  J. — Foster.  J.,  says 
it  was  done  "  in  one  or  two  instances  since"  the  Revolution.     Cock- 
BURN,  C.  J. — The  King  v.  Anne  Hawkins,  a  later  case  than  The 
King  V.  Perkins,  is  cited  in  Foster  88,  from  Mr.  Justice  Tracy's  MS. 
In  that  case  a  bill  of  indictment  for  burglary  was  preferred  against 
the  prisoner  for  breaking  into  the  house  of  S.,  ana  it  appearing  on 
the  evidence  that  the  house  belonged  to  The  Afriean  Company,  and 
that  the  apartment  of  S.,  an  officer  of  the  Company,  was  broken  into, 

(o)  Foster  30. 


487  REGINA  v.  CHABLBSWOBTH.    T.  V.  1861. 

the  jury  were  discharged  of  that  indictment,  and  a  bill  was  preferred 
charging  the  burglary  in  ihe  house  of  The  African  Company ;  the 
Judges  were  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  should  be  tried  upon  the 
properly  framed  indictment.]  In  that  case  the  Crown  exercised  the 
*4881  ^^*  ^^  withdrawing  the  record.  *[BiiACKBUBN,  J. — ^That 
-I  may  be  done  in  the  ease  of  an  information,  but  can  it  be  done 
in  the  case  of  an  indictment  7]  Five  cases  since  the  Revolution  in 
which  the  discharge  of  the  jury  was  held  to  be  wrong,  viz.,  The 
King  V.  Perkins,  Mich.  10  W.  8,  Carth.  465,  The  King  v.  Morgan, 
Hil.  9  G.  2,  and  The  King  v.  Jelf,  Trin.  7  G.  2,  2  Str.  984,  nom.  The 
King  V.  Je&,  &c.,  were  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  in  Fost. 
24.  In  The  King  v.  Morgan,  which  was  an  indictment  for  perjury, 
and  The  King  v.  Jelf,  which  was  an  indictment  for  barratry,  Lord 
Hardwicke  refused  to  withdraw  a  juror  at  the  prayer  of  the  King^s 
counsel.  In  the  latter  case,  as  reported  in  2  Str.  984,  nom.  The  King 
v,  Je&,  Lord  Hardwicke  held  that  there  was  a  difference  between 
cases  of  a  civil  nature  aud  those  cases  in  which  the  punishment  might 
be  infiamous,  as  the  pillory.  [Blackburn,  J. — The  terms  of  the 
report  lead  me  to  think  that  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  were  claiming 
the  prerogative  of  the  Crown  which  was  formerly  exercised  in  revenue 
causes  in  the  Exchequer,  and  is  referred  to  by  Lord  Denman  in  New- 
ton's Case,  18  Q.  B.  722.]  lii  Kinloch's  Case,  Foster  22,  31,  Foster, 
J.,  and  the  Judges  who  concurred  with  him,  decided  nothing  but  the 
actual  point  then  before  the  Court,  that  where  the  prisoner  applies  for 
his  own  advantage  that  the  jury  may  be  discharged  it  may  be  done. 
In  such  a  case  the  maxim,  consensus  tollit  errorem,  applies;  and 
Foster,  J.,  p.  80,  expressly  excludes  the  question,  "whether  in  a 
capital  case  the  Court  may  in  their  discretion  discharge  a  jury  after 
evidence  given  and  concluded  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  merely  for 
want  of  sufficient  evidence  to  convict;  and  in  order  to  bring  the 
prisoner  to  a  second  trial,  when  the  Crown  may  be  better  prepared," 
♦4891  ^^^^^  shows  that  there  is  no  general  power  *in  the  Judge  to 
*-^  discharge  the  jury  On  the  ground  of  insufficient  evidence. 
[CocEBURN,  C.  J. — Mr.  Justice  Foster  takes  some  pains  to  shake  the 
old  doctrine,  in  order  to  bring  in  the  exception.]  If  the  rule  con- 
tended for  existed,  it  would  almost  have  been  a  preliminary  bar  to  the 
question  discussed  in  Kinloch's  Case,  Foster  16,  22.  [Cockburx,  G. 
J. — In  that  case  the  discharge  of  the  jury  was.  not  the  act  of  the 
Judge.  Blackburn,  J. — The  entry  set  out  in  p.  17,  is  "  Upon  the 
motion  of  C.  H.  Hamilton,  Esq.,  &  .  .  .  .  Joddrell,  Esq.,  being  as- 
signed as  counsel  for  the  defendants  in  this  cause  and  by  their  consent, 
and  also  at  the  desire  and  reauest  and  by  the  consent  of  the  defend- 
ants now  at  the  bar  here,  and  also  by  the  consent  of  Mr.  Attorney- 
General  on  behalf  of  the  King,  It  is  ordered  by  the  Court  here,"  &c.] 
In  the  case  of  Elizabeth  Meadow,  Fost.  76,  1750,  at  the  Newgate 
Sessions,  the  prisoner  was  taken  in  labour.  In  the  case  of  John  Swan 
and  Elizabeth  JeflFerys,  Fost.  104,  S.  C.  18  How.  St.  Tr.  1194,  1197, 
the  prisoners  having  pleaded  not  guilty  to  an  indictment  for  murder, 
their  trial  was  postponed  to  the  next  assizes,  and  in  the  mean  time  the 
counsel  for  the  Crown  being  satisfied  that  Swan  was  in  the  actual 
service  of  the  deceased  at  the  time  the  murder  was  committed,  or  at 
least  when  the  design  was  first  laid,  thought  it  advisable  to  prefer 
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anotber  bill  against  them,  charging  Swan  with  petty  treason  and 
Jefferys  with  murder ;  and  the  prisoners,  being  arraigned  upon  this 
indictment,  pleaded  in  abatement  that  another  indictment  was  depend- 
ing for  the  same  offence ;  but  the  Judges  were  of  opinion  that  auter- 
fois  arraign  was  no  plea.  [Wightman,  J. — In  that  case  the  precedent 
in  Sir  William  Withipole's  Case,  Cro.  Car.  147,  was  followed.]  In 
The  *King  v.  Edwards,  4  Taunt.  809,  811,  S.  C.  3  Camp.  207,  p.g^ 
Buss,  k  By.  C.  C.  224,  where  a  juryman  fell  down  in  a  fit,  Lord  ^ 
Ellenborough  observed,  "  The  rule  in  Blaokstone  admits  the  excep- 
tion in  case  of  necessity,  which  comprehends  the  present  case."  In 
Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Rep.  149,  which  was 
a  case  of  disagreement  of  the  jury,  three  Judges,  against  the  opinion 
of  Crampton,  J.,  held  that  the  judgment  should  be  reversed ;  and  the 
judgment  of  Crampton,  J.,  only  amounts  to  this,  that  the  Judge  is 
competent  to  determine  without  review  when  the  time  for  discharging 
tbe  jury  has  arrived.  In  The  Queen  v.  Newton,  8  C.  &  K.  85,  S.  C. 
on  Habeas  s^rpus,  18  Q.  R  716,  and  The  Queen  v.  Davison,  2  F.  & 
F.  250,  the  ground  of  discharge  was  permanent  disagreement  of  the 
jury.  There  are  two  modern  cases  in  which  the  question  has  arisen 
▼bether  a  Judge  has  lawful  power  to  discharge  the  jury  by  reason  of 
a  failure  or  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  or 
of  tbe  refusal  of  a  witness  to  answer  questions.  In  The  King  v. 
Wade,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  86,  before  any  witness  was  sworn,  the  counsel  for 
the  prisoner  desired  to  examine  tne  prosecutrix  that  it  might  be  seen 
whether  she  understood  the  nature  of  an  oath,  and  it  appearing  that 
she  had  no  idea  of  a  future  state  of  rewards  and  punishments,  Bay- 
ley,  J.,  discharged  the  jury,  that  she  might  have  an  opportunity  of 
bein^  instructed  upon  that  point;  but,  a  doubt  having  occurred  to 
the  learned  judge  whether  he  had  done  right,  he  submitted  the 
point  to  the  consideration  of  the  Judges.  The  discharge  of  the  jury 
in  that  case  was  an  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the  Judge,  but  the 
Judges  thought  the  discharge  improper.(a)  In  The  King  v.  Kells,  stated 
•by  Perrin,  J.,  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  r*^Qi 
Bep.  161,  162,  from  a  note  taken  by  himself,  the  prosecutrix  ^ 
of  an  indictment  for  rape,  when  about  to  be  sworn  as  a  witness,  was 
nnable  to  give  evidence,  and  the  jury  were  discharged :  the  Judge 
laid  the  circumstances  of  the  case  before  the  Judges,  in  Dublin,  "  who 
were  of  opinion  that  the  prisoner  could  not  be  again  tried  for  the  same 
offence."  In  Wharton  on  the  Criminal  Law  of^he  United  States,  Sd 
ed^  p.  263,  it  is  said :  **  By  the  constitution  of  the  United  States  it  is 

Erovided:  'Nor  shall  any  person  be  subject  for  the  same  offence,  to 
e  twice  put  in  jeopardy  of  life  and  limb ;'  and  the  same  restriction^ 
taken  from  the  Federal  constitution,  exists  in  the  constitutions  of 
most  of  the  States."  And  then  cases  in  five  of  the  different  States 
are  mentioned,  the  substance  of  which  may  be  summed  up  in  the 
decision  in  a  capital  case,(&)  in  the  State  of  Tennessee.  There  the 
jury  were  empannelled  on  Thursday  evening,  at  two  o'clock ;  and 
were  kept  together  all  night,  and  at  nine  o'clock  the  next  morning, 
upon  their  declaring  they  could  not  agree,  the  Court  discharged  them : 
bub  '*  it  was  held  that  this  was  not  such  a  case  of  necessity  as  author- 

(a)  See  The  King  r.  White,  1  Le«eh.  C.  C.  480,  n.  (a). 
(6)  Mfthala  r.  State,  10  Terger,  &3I. 
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ized  the  Court  to  discharge  them.  It  was  out  of  the  power  of  tbe 
Court,  it  was  said,  to  discharge  them  without  consent,  except  in  case 
of  sickness,  insanity ,  or  exhaustion  among  themselvesP  (p.  267.)  That  pro* 
♦4921  P?^^^^^^  ^*^y  however  be  too  broad.(a).  *If  the  Judge  had  a 
J  discretion  to  discharge  the  jury,  it  would  have  been  unneces- 
sary to  resort  to  the  practice  of  fining  them;  Doct.  and  Student,  ch. 
52 ;  or  carrying  them  in  carts  after  the  Judges,  The  King  i?.  Ledging- 
ham,  1  Ventr.  97,  for  the  purpose  of  compelling  them  to  give  a  ver- 
dict.(6)  •  [CocKBURN,  C,  J. — ^The  doctrine  of  discharging  the  jury  on 
the  ground  of  necessity  appears  to  have  been  of  later  growth.]  If 
the  Judge  had  an  unlimited  discretion,  it  would  *  be  to  no  purpose  to 
set  out  on  the  record  a  statement  of  the  circumstances  under  which 
the  discretion  was  exercised,  as  was  done  iu  The  Queen  v.  Newton, 
8  C.  &  K.  85,  87,  92,  note  /,  and  as  Perrin  J.,  in  Conway  and  Lynch 
V.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Kep.  149,  160,  said  was  the  proper  course, 
[Blackburn,  J. — It  is  fair  towards  the  prisoner  that  the  circumstances 
should  be  put  on  the  record.  Crompton,  J. — ^And  to  explain  why  the 
new  process  is  issued.]  That  the  discretion  cannot  be  reviewed  is  an 
argument  against  its  existence.  The  exercise  of  it  might  condemn 
the  accused  to  perpetual  imprisonment  [Cockbubn,  C.  J. — That 
observation  applies  equally  to  the  power  of  postponing  a  trial.]  It 
shows  that  a  discretionary  power  ought  not  to  be  enlarged.  If  a 
sudden  impediment  occurs  which  can  be  removed,  the  Judge  ma? 
adjourn  the  hearing  of  the  case ;  though  that  power  was  tbrmerlj 
denied.  [They  cit^  Lord  Delamere's  Case,  11  How.  St.  Tr.  510, 559, 
561 ;  Eyre,  C.  J.,  in  The  King  v.  Hardy,  24  How.  St.  Tr.  199,  414, 
and  in  the  King  v.  Home  Tooke.  25  How.  St.  Tr.  128, 132 ;  The  King 
V.  WUkes,  19  How.  St.  Tr.  1127,  S.  C.  4  Burr.  2527,  before  Lord  Mans- 
♦Aoqi  fi^ld ;  a^d  *The  King  v.  Stone,  6  T.  B.  527, 530,  before  Lord  Ken- 
*^^ J  yon ;  The  King  v.  Edwards,  Buss.  &  By.  224,  S.  C.  4  Taunt  309, 
811,  before  Lord  Ellenborough ;  The  King  v.  Wolfe,  1  Chit.  Bep.401 
(E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  18),  before  Abbott,  C.  J.]  In  The  Queen  v.  Tempest  1 
F.  &  F.  381,  which  was  a  case  of  felony,  Watson,  B.,  said  that  he  had  no 
power  to  adjourn  the  case  until  the  arrival  of  the  next  railway  train, 
by  which  the  witnesses  were  expected.  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — In  The 
Queen  v.  Wenborn,  6  Jur.  267,  after  the  witnesses  for  the  prosecution 
had  been  examined,  it  being  discovered  that  the  stolen  property  was 
not  ready  to  be  produced  for  the  inspection  of  the  jury,  Gumey,  B., 
tried  other  cases  while  the  property  was  sent  for,  and  after  it  had 
been  brought  the  trial  of  the  prisoner  was  proceeded  with,  and  he 
was  found  guilty.  The  reporter  (p.  268,  note)  adds :  ''  The  practice 
adopted  in  this  case  is  frequently  followed  at  the  Central  Criminal 
Court  Qusere,  as  to  its  propriety."]  There  is  no  case  ii;i  which  there 
has  been  an  adjournment  from  one  day  to  the  next.  [Crohpton,  J.— 
It  is  a  sacred  rule  that  thejury  shall  not  separate  before  giving  their 

(a)  "  In  each  of  tho  foregoing  eases  the  opinion  of  the  Court  wm  founded  on  the  usumption 
that  to  be  on  trial,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution,  was  to  be  In  jeopardy.  That  saeh 
is  not  the  ease,  but  that  on  the  oontrarj  no  man  is  in  Jeopardy  until  yerdiet  rendered,  hai  been 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  tho  United  States,  by  Washington,  J.,  Story,  J.,  and  McLeao,  J., 
sitting  in  their  several  circuits,  and  by  the  Courts  of  Massachusetts,  New  York,  Illinoic,  Kaa- 
tneky,  and  Mississippi."  Wharton  on  the  Criminal  Law  of  the  United  States,  3d  ed.,  p.  368, 
citing  U.  S.  V.  Peres  (6),  Wheaton  679. 

(6)  See  4  Bao.  Abr.  577  in  notU,  7th  ed.,  UL  /artes. 
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rerdict.  Sappone  the  Judge,  after  charging  them,  allowed  them  to 
separate  at  night ;  after  the  verdict,  which  might  be  set  aside  on  error, 
would  there  not  be  a  venire  de  novo  in  the  case  of  a  misdemeanor,  as 
there  was  in  Campbell  v.  The  Queen,  11  Q.  B.  799,  814  (E.  C.  L.  R. 
vol  63?)]  In  that  case  there  was  bad  jury  process.  [Crompton,  J.— 
Suppose  the  jury  do  an  illegal  act,  might  the  defendant  say  that  he 
could  not  be  tried  again  ?]  If  the  defect  appears  on  the  record,  and 
entitles  him  to  reverse  the  judgment,  he  cannot  be  tried,  again,  either 
by  a  venire  de  novo,  or  on  a  fresh  indictment ;  though,  if  the  indict- 
ment be  bad,  he  may.  [CocKBURN,  C.  J. — *  Suppose  a  verdict  c^aqa 
of  murder  on  an  indictment  for  manslauffhter.l  If  the  jury,  L 
OQce  charged  and  swoni  on  a  good  indictment  for  any  offence  find  a 
void  verdict,  or  are  discharged,  the  defendant  cannot  be  tried  again. 
In  civil  trials  the  Judge  cannot,  of  his  own  authority,  discharge  the 
jory  except  in  cases  of  disagreement.  [CocKBURN,  C.  J. — Suppose  a 
Judge  did  discharge  the  jury  for  some  other  reason.]  There  would 
be  no  remedy ;  but  that  would  not  nullify  the  maxim  that  no  man 
shall  be  tried  twice  for  the  same  olSTence.  Further,  in  this  case  the 
question  is  whether,  if  in  the  course  of  the  trial  some  unexpected 
obstacle  occurs  which  deprives  the  prosecutor  of  his  me^ns  of  proving 
the  case,  the  Judge  has  tne  power,  at  the  instance  of  the  counsel  for 
the  prosecution,  and  without  the  consent  of  the  prisoner,  to  discharge 
the  jury.  There  is  a  broad  distinction  between  this  and  all  the  cases 
in  which  a  jury  has  been  discharged  on  the  ground  of  necessity,  real 
or  supposed.  In  this  case  the  Judge  acted  upon  the  statement  of  the 
counsel  for  the  Crown  as  to  the  want  of  other  evidence :  in  the  other 
caaes  the  Jyidge  acts  on  what  is  before  him,  without  the  interference 
of  counsel  on  either  side,  and  then  he  necessarily  has  a  discretion. 

If  the  Judge  had  no  power  to  discharge  the  jury,  there  is  error  on 
the  record ;  and  whenever  there  is  error  on  the  record,  it  is  the  duty, 
in  the  first  instance,  of  the  Court  in  which  the  record  is,  and  in  the 
second  instance,  of  the  Court  of  error  to  reverse  the  erroneous  pro- 
ceeding. If  there  is  an  imperfect  entry  of  the  verdict,  so  that  the  issues 
are  not  decided,  a  venire  de  novo  is  awarded.  [Blackburn,  J.,  referred 
to  The  King  v.  Wilkes,  5  Burr.  2527.]  But  where  there  is  an  imperfect 
record,  so  that  it  will  not  support  the  judgment,  the  judgment  must 
•be  reversed,  and  the  prisoners  discharged:  The  Queen  v.  r^^q- 
Bourne,  7  A.  &  E.  58  (E.  C.  L.  R.  34).  [Blackburn,  J.— In  ^  *^^ 
Trafford  v.  The  King,  in  error,  8  Bing.  204,  213  (E.  C.  L.  R.  21),  S. 
C.  2  Cr.  &  J.  265,  278,  where,  upon  an  indictment  for  a  nuisance 
there  was  a  defective  special  verdict,  the  Court  said.  "  under  these 
circumstances,  the  only  course  we  can  pursue  is  to  reverse  the  judg- 
ment which  has  been  given  for  the  Crown,  and  to  award  a  venire  de 
novo."  In  Campbell  v.  The  Queen,  11  Q.  B.  799  (E.  C.  L.  R.  63), 
npon  the  question  whether  a  venire  de  novo  might  issue,  Parke  B., 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  p.  839, 
drew  a  distinction  between  cases  of  felony  and  misdemeanor.]  This 
objection  being  on  the  record  is  as  much  ground  of  error  as  the  dis- 
allowance of  challenge  of  jurors  in  Mansell  v.  The  Queen,  in  error,  8 
E.  4  B.  54  (E.  C.  L.  R.  92).  That  the  improper  discharge  of  the  jury 
was  not  ground  of  error  would  have  been  an  answer  to  the  motion  in 
Kinloch's  Case,  Fost.  16,  22.    In  The  Queen  v.  Davison,  2  F.  &  F, 
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260,  the  Judges  did  not  decide  that  the  discharge  of  the  jury  was  not 
ground  of  error,  but  that  it  was  lawful,  and  therefore  there  was  no 
error.  [Crompton,  J. — Admitting  that  the  discharge  was  unlawful, 
they  hela  that  it  was  matter  of  discretion.  Cockbubx,  C.  J. — Pollock, 
C.  B.,  said  (p.  254),  "We  are  of  opinion,  generally,  that  where  a 
Judge  has  exercised  his  discretion,  that  discretion  is  not  to  be  made 
the  subject  of  question.  It  cannot  be  ground  for  error,  nor  can  it  be 
traversed  before  a  jury."  Blackburn,  J. — In  Conway  and  Lynch 
v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Rep.  149,  166,  Crampton,  J.,  argues  that 
if  the  discharge  was  wrongful,  whether  it  is  a  matter  of  discretion  or 
not,  it  is  not  ground  of  error.]  Crampton,  J.,  there  says:  ''It  is 
admitted  by  the  Crown  that  if  judgment  upon  the  demurrers  should 
*4ftfil  ^^^^  *been  given  for  the  prisoners,  the  prisoners  were  entitled 
J  to  a  judgment  of  acquittal,  just  as  if  the  pleas  in  question  had 
been  pleaded  to  a  new  indictment,  and  held  to  be  good  pleas;  it  would 
have  been  useless  and  absurd  to  have  awarded  a  venire  de  novo,  since 
the  ruling  of  the  demurrer  for  the  prisoners  against  the  Crown  would 
have  decided  that  the  prisoners  should  never  be  tried  at  all;  and 
accordingly  the  case  has  been  argued  before  us  just  as  if  there  had 
been  a  new  indictment  found  against  the  prisoners,  and  the  special 
pleadings  upon  which  the  questions  before  us  arise  had  been  pleaded 
upon  that  new  indictment,"  and,  p.  167,  *'Upon  this  statement  it  is 
impossible  not  to  see,  that  if  the  discharge  of  the  jury  under  the 
circumstances  stated  upon  this  record,  either  at  the  first  or  the  second 
assizes  of  the  year  1843,  now  entitles  the  prisoners  to  a  judgment  of 
acquittal  (as  is  claimed  for  them  by  this  writ  of  error),  their  defence 
upon  this  occasion,  though  not  formally,  is  substantially  the  well- 
known  defence  of  auterfois  acquit,  though  the  averment  of  the  record 
is,  that  the  prisoners  were  not  tried  either  at  the  first  or  the  second 
assizes;  and  that  averment,  in  legal  construction,  cannot  be  contro- 
verted." [Crompton,  J. — That  is,  if  the  discharge  of  the  jury  is  a 
bar,  the  Court  ought  not  to  award  a  venire  de  novo.  The  question 
is,  whether  the  discharge  of  the  jury,  even  assuming  it  to  have  been 
wrong,  is  equivalent  to  an  acquittal.  In  Newton's  Case,  13  Q.  B. 
716,  729,  731  (B.  C.  L.  R.  66),  Lord  Denman  and  Patteson,  J.,  thought 
that  it  was  not.  Suppose  the  Clerk  of  Assize  is  left  in  Court  to  take 
the  verdict,  which  he  cannot  legally  do,  would  there  be  a  termination 
of  the  proceedings,  or  is  it  more  than  an  abortive  proceeding?] 
Three  of  the  Judges  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law 
Rep.  149.  held  that  the  discharge  of  the  jury  was  error,  and  that 
♦4971  *  Prisoners  were  entitled  to  judgment.  It  does  not  appear 
-*  what  the  form  of  the  judgment  was ;  probably  it  was  quod 
eat  sine  die;  but,  whatever  it  was,  it  would  prevent  the  prisoners 
being  put  upon  their  trial  again.  Ciir,  adv.  vuU. 

The  following  judgments  were  now  delivered : — 
CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged. I  adhere  to  the  view  expressed  by  the  Court  in  the  course 
of  the  argument,  that  if  we  could  see  our  way  clearly  to  the  conclii- 
sion  that  the  Judge  in  discharging  the  jury  had  exceeded  the  limits 
of  his  judicial  authority,  and  also  could  see  that  the  discharge  of  the 
jury  operated  virtually  as  an  acquittal  of  the  defendant,  the  Court 
ought  not  to  allow  its  process  to  issue  with  a  view  to  a  second  trial, 
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and  the  rule  ought  to  be  made  absolute  to  enter  final  judgment  for 
the  defendant,  notwithstanding  that  course  might  place  the  Grown  in  a 
more  disadvantageous  position  in  bringing  error  on  such  judgment 
of  this  CJourt.  But  I  am  equally  clear  that  unless  the  Court  can  see 
its  way  conclusively  to  that  result,  we  ought  not  to  interfere  in  this 
stage  of  the  jproce^ings,  but  ought  to  leave  the  defendant  to  move  in 
arrest  of  judgment,  or  bring  his  writ  of  error,  if,  on  the  second  trial, 
be  should  be  found  guilty. 

Two  questions  present  themselves: — 1.  Whether  the  Judge  had 
authority  to  discharge  the  jury  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case. 
2.  Whether  the  eflFect  of  that  discharge  of  the  jury,  if  done  without 
aathority  entitles  the  defendant  at  once  to  the  judgment  of  this  Court 
that  he  go  without  day.  Upon  neither  of  these  propositions  is  my 
mind  in  such  a  state  of  conviction  and  *certainty  as  to  induce  r^AQo 
me  to  think  that  the  Court  ought  to  interfere  by  making  this  ^ 
rule  absolute.  On  the  contrary,  I  am  bound  to  say,  though  I  am  by 
DO  means  desirous  that  this  should  be  considered  a  definite  opinion, 
that  the  inclination  of  my  mind  is  adverse  to  the  defendant  on  both 
points. 

First,  as  to  the  authority  of  the  Judge  to  discharge  the  jury.  It  ia 
impossible,  after  the  argument  which  we  Ixave  heard,  and  the  autho- 
rities which  have  been  brought  before  us,  not  to  feel  that  the  law  on 
that  subject  is,  to  a  certain  extent,  in  an  undefined  condition.  I 
apprehend  that  in  no  part  of  our  procedure  has  the  practice  of  the 
Ck)urts  more  fluctuated  than  in  relation  to  the  practice  of  the  dis* 
charge  of  the  jury  in  criminal  trials.  If  we  go  back  to  the  authority 
of  Lord  Coke,  he  states,  in  most  positive  and  unqualified  terms,  that 
"a  jury  sworn  and  charged  in  case  of  life  or  member,  cannot  be 
discharged  by  the  Court  or  any  other,  but  they  ought  to  give  a  ver- 
vict"(a)  It  is  clear  that  does  not  embrace  several  of  the  cases  in 
vhich  it  is  admitted,  on  all  hands,  that  according  to  modern  practice 
a  jury  may  be  discharged.  Lord  Coke  notices  neither  the  death  nor 
the  illness  of  a  juror.  It  was  pointed  out  by  Mr.  Mellish,  in  his 
lucid  and  able  argument,  that  Lord  Coke  must,  be  considered  as  not 
including  those  cases,  because  the  jury  would  be  considered  as  dis- 
charged by  the  force  of  circumstances,  inasmuch  as  it  would  be 
reduced  by  the  loss  of  one  of  its  members  below  the  lawful  number. 
But  it  is  further  to  be  observed  that  Lord  Coke  takes  no  notice  of 
other  cases  in  which  it  is  admitted  now  that  a  jury  would  be  properly 
discharged,  e.  g.,  at  the  desire  of  the  accused,  with  the  consent  of  the 
prosecution,  or  the  case  (now  of  common  occurrence)  of  an  impossibility 
•of  their  agreeing  on  their  verdict  And  if  we  go  back  to  the  r*4QQ 
period  at  which  Lord  Coke  wrote,  we  see  that  the  object  of  the  *■ 
coercion  to  which  juries  were  then  subjected  was,  by  duress,  to  enforce 
unanimity.  Hence  the  practice  even  of  taking  juries  in  carts  to  the 
confines  of  the  county,  and  keeping  them  together  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  them  to  give  a  verdict,  no  matter  at  how  much  personal 
iaconvenience  and  suffering,  and  not  discharging  them  until  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Judge  was  at  an  end.(&)    If  then  this  was  the  law  at  the 

(a)  Co.  Litt  227  h, 

(h)  Ik  if  commoDly  b«li«T6d  that  the  oliJMi  of  the  law  in  enabliiig  %  Judge  to  take  a  Jury 
■Unt  with  him  ia  carti  ii  to  inflict  a  paniehraent  and  indignity  on  them  for  not  giring  a  rer- 
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*/>om  *^"^®  ^^  Lord  Coke,  it  has  undergone  many  most  important 
■*  *clianges.    But  perhaps  it  may  be  a  question  whether  Lord 
Coke  is  well  founded  in  laying  down  the  law  in  the  positive  terms  in 
which  he  stated  it.    For  looking  at  the  passage  in  Doctor  and  Student, 
Dial  ii.  eh.  52,  referred  to  in  the  argument,  and  at  the  conclusion  of 
Mansell's  Case,  Anders.  103^  we  are  led  strongly  to  surmise  that  a 
different  practice  existed  before  the  time  in  which  Lord  Coke  wrote. 
It  is  observable  that  he  founds  his  doctrine  on  a  single  case ;  and  it  is 
impossible  not  to  think  that  Mr.  Justice  Foster  was  right  in  saying 
that  that  case  does  not  warrant  the  conclusion  of  Lord  Coke.     At  all 
events,  it  seems  that  at  a  comparatively  recent  period  after  Lord  Coke, 
the  doctrine  as  laid  down  by  him  in  1  Inst.  227  &,  and  3  Inst.  110, 
was  not  recognised  as  the  true  doctrine  of  the  Judges ;  for  we  find 
from  the  express  statement  of  Lord  Hale,  2  Hale,  P.  C.  294-6,  ch.  41. 
that  not  only  at  the  Old  Bailey,  the  great  criminal  Court  of  this 
country,  but  on  the  circuits,  it  was  the  habit  and  practice  of  Judges, 
where  the  prosecution  failed  for  want  of  proof,  to  discharge  the  jury, 
in  order  that  an  opportunity  might  be  given  of  supplying  the  defi- 
ciency.   One  of  two  things  is  clear.     Either  the  proposition  of  Lord 
Coke  on  this  subject  was  not  considered  by  the  Judges  who  imme- 
diately followed  him  as  the  true  exposition  of  the  law,  or  was  not 
considered  a  rule  of  positive  law,  but  of  practice  and  procedure,  sub- 
ject to  variation  by  the  authority  vested  in  the  Courts  to  regulate 
their  own  practice.    For  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  what  has  been 
described  in  the  course  of  this  argument  and  elsewhere  as  a  tyrannical 
practice  in  the  time  of  the  Stuarts,  was  a  practice  anterior  by  many 
years  to  the  time  when  its  abuse  causea  it  to   be  brought  into 
*60n  ^^^*^^°-     ^^^  though,  in  the  case  of  Whitebread  and  *Fen- 
^  wick,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  315,  this  practice  of  discharging  the  jury, 
for  the  purpose  of  furthering  the  administration  of  justice  and  pre- 
venting its  frustration,  was  converted  into  an  engine  of  party  and 
political  oppression  by  Chief  Justice  Scroggs  and  his  fellow  Justices, 
yet  it  is  a  mistake  to  say  that  Scroggs  and  his  associates  violated  the 
law  when  Whitebread  and  Fenwick  were  put  on  their  trial  a  second 
time ;  they  only  did  what  Lord  Hale  and  other  most  virtuous  Judges 

diet.  This,  however,  haf  been  dispnted  by  Lord  Lyndharst,  in  the  debate  which  took  pUco  ia 
the  House  of  Lords,  March  SO,  1850  (Hansard's  Parliamentary  Debates,  3d  series,  vol.  163>  p. 
1020),  on  a  bill  bronght  in  by  Lord  Campbell  to  render  unanimity  in  the  jury  unnecesiarj  io 
oivil  eases.  After  obserring  that  the  impression  arose  from  a  note  to  a  case  in  the  Tear  Book, 
where  eleyen  jurymen  had  agreed  and  one  dissented,  his  Lordship  proceeds  as  follows :  *'  Tbo 
person  who  reports  what  took  place  on  that  occasion  has  a  note,  saying,  that  in  the  course  of 
the  discussion  the  Judges  said  that  if  the  jury  could  not  agree  the  Judges  should  have  tsl(SB 
them  with  them  in  a  *  carr*  until  they  agreed.  The  word  mentioned  is  a  French  word  abbrc- 
Tiated,  which  has  been  mistranslated.  What,  let  me  ask,  was  the  mode  of  traTclling  in  tkoM 
days  ?  On  horseback,  or,  if  not  on  horseback,  in  covered  wagons.  Coaches  and  carriages  wtre 
not  in  use  for  200  years  afterwards.  The  proper  translation  of  this  word  was,  that  it  wai  tbs 
duty  of  the  Judges  to  have  carried  those  gentlemen  with  them  in  covered  wagons  until  tbey 
came  to  an  agreement, . . .  The  word  is  carr,  an  abbreviation  for  carrto,  which  means  a  wtgo* 
going  on  four  wheels,  and  oovered  with  a  cloth."  The  passage  here  alluded  to  is  to  be  fossd 
in  41  Assis.  pi.  11,  and  is  as  follows :  "Nota,  q.  les  Jnstio  dis.  qu'ils  dnlssent  av.  carrie  rAsiits 
ove  euz  en  charr.  tanq.  lis  fussent  accord.,  Ac."  It  is  worthy  of  observation  that  the  report  of 
the  same  case,  when  it  was  afterwards  moved  in  banc  41  Ed.  3,  31  A.,  makes  no  allusion  to  tbs 
subject  Lord  Lyndhurst  also  states  that  "  There  is  no  instance  to  be  found  in  the  jadicisl 
history  of  this  eonntry  in  which  a  Jury  have  be«n  carried  round  a  circuit  in  a  cart**  Aeeordtsf 
to  the  statement  of  counsel,  however,  in  Conway  and  Lynch  «.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Bs- 
ports  149, 150,  ii  has  been  done  in  Ireland  within  living  memory. 
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had  treated  as  the  law,  and  administered  as  such.  But  I  can  quite 
understand  that  in  consequence  of  the  abuse  of  the  judicial  authority, 
as  an  instrument  of  tyrannical  oppression  in  such  a  case,  the  Judges 
would  consider  whether  the  benefit  to  be  obtained  by  preventing  the 
occasional  defeat  of  justice  was  not  bought  at  too  dear  a  cost,  seeing' 
the  abuse  to  which  it  was  liable.  And  thence  arose,  no  doubt,  the 
consultation  of  the  Judges  to  which  Lord  Holt  referred,  when,  in 
Parkin's  Case,  Carth.  465,  he  stated  the  law  as  the  Judges  had  agreed 
it  should  in  future  be  administered.  Whether  that  was  upon  a  review 
of  the  authorities  in  the  profession,  and  a  preference  of  Lord  Coke's 
view  to  that  which  was  adopted  between  his  time  and  the  time  of  the 
Revolution,  or  whether  it  was  matter  of  regulation  among  the  Judges 
as  matter  of  policy,  it  is  extremely  dif&cult  to  say.  Much  may  bo 
said  on  both  sides  of  that  question.  As  Lord  Hale  points  out,  it  is 
sometimes  a  great  scandal  and  lamentable  thing  that  from  some 
defect  of  evidence,  which  might  easily  be  supplied  by  the  prosecution, 
criminals  should  escape  punishment,  it  being  plain  that  a  single  case 
of  escape  from  punishment  on  manifest  though  not  legally  proved 
guilt,  is  of  most  mischievous  consequence.  On  the  other  hand,  in 
many  instances  the  practice  of  discharging  *juries  without  r+r^o 
giving  verdicts  may  become  the  means  of  imposing  great  hard-  ^ 
ship  and  oppression  upon  prisoners,  especiallv  of  the  lower  class,  who 
may,  on  one  occasion,  have  the  means  of  obtaining  legal  assistance 
and  bringing  their  witnesses,  and  on  a  second  trial  may  be  without 
those  means;  therefore  I  think  the  practice,  established  after  the 
Revolution,  and  which  has  existed  from  that  time  to  the  present,  is 
the  better  one,  and  ought  to  be  adhered  to.  But  the  question  is, 
whether  it  is  a  rule  of  positive  law,  or  a  rule  of  practice ;  and  then 
irises  another  question,  is  it  open  to  exceptions,  and  does  the  present 
case  come  withib  any  such  exception  ?  The  law  has  been  different, 
and  has  fluctuated  at  different  periods,  for  it  is  plain  that  even  the 
resolution  of  the  Judges,  as  stated  by  Lord  Holt,  Carth.  465,  is 
not  conformable  to  the  practice  which  has  prevailed  at  subsequent 
periods ;  for  Lord  Holt  states  three  propositions : — "  1.  That  in  capital 
cases  a  juror  cannot  be  withdrawn,  though  all  parties  consent  to  it. 
2.  That  in  criminal  cases,  not  capital,  a  juror  may  be  withdrawn,  if 
both  parties  consent,  but  not  otherwise.  3.  And  that  in  all  civil 
causes  a  juror  cannot  be  withdrawn,  but  by  consent  of  all  parties," 
The  first  proposition  was  overruled  in  the  case  so  much  adverted  to, 
Kinloch's  Case,  Fost.  16,  22,  27,  in  which  a  juror  was  withdrawn 
because  the  prisoner  desired  it,  and  the  Crown  consented.  I  see  no 
difference  between  the  prisoner  desiring  and  the  Crown  consenting, 
and  the  Crown  desiring  and  the  prisoner  assenting,  if  the  prisoner 
considers  that  it  will  be  for  his  benefit.  I  cannot  understand  a  prin- 
ciple such  as  that  contended  for  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that 
there  should  be  this  authority  if  the  prisoner  initiates  the  application 
and  the  Crown  *consents,  but  not  if  the  Crown  initiates  it  and  r*cnq 
the  prisoner  assents  to  it.  But  the  first  proposition  stated  by  *• 
liora  Holt  would  embrace  the  state  of  things  which  arose  in  Kinloch's 
Case,  Fost.  16,  22,  27,  for  there  was  the  consent  of  both  the  prisoner 
and  the  Crown.  The  other  propositions  stated  by  Lord  Holt  extend 
«o  cases  of  necessity  and  the  case,  which  I  may  call  a  case  of  quasi 
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necessity,  where  the  jury  ate  discharged  because  they  cannot  agree. 
It  is  said  that  that  is  a  case  of  necessity  too«  I  cannot  agree  in  thai 
If  by  necessity  is  meant  physical  necessity,  namely,  that  the  jury  must 
be  disohargea  from  inability  to  perform  their  functions  as  a  jury, 
because  it  would  be  inhuman  to  keep  them  together  longer,  there  are 
many  cases  now  in  which  we  discharge  juries  where  that  does  not 
arise.  And  if  I  understand  Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly  aright,  he  admits  that 
if  a  Judge  is  satisfied  that  it  is  impossible  that  the  jury  can  agree,  he 
has  authority  to  discharge  them.  I  quite  agree  that  a  Judge  is  not  to 
wait  until  jurymen  are  exposed  to  oanger  by  prostrated  strength  of 
body  and  mind,  and  until  there  arises  the  chance  of  conscience  and 
conviction  being  given  up  for  the  sake  of  release  from  suffering.  Our 
ancestors  thought  differently ;  they  did  not  mind  how  unanimity  was 
produced ;  but  I  think  that  in  our  days  that  doctrine  would  not  be 
acted  upon.  Therefore  I  say  that  the  statement  of  Lord  Holt  is  not  in 
conformity  with  modern  practice.  We  have  a  third  statement  of  the 
law  in  Blackstone  Com.  vol.  4,  p.  360,  "The  jury  cannot  be  discharged 
(unless  in  cases  of  evident  necessity)  till  they  have  given  in  their 
verdict."  I  say  that  is  not  a  true  exposition  of  the  law  as  practised 
in  our  time.    We  do  take  upon  ourselves,  without  the  consent  of  the 

♦5041  P^^^^®^>  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  and  criminal  cases,  to  discharge  the  jury 
^  *when  we  are  satisfied  that  they  have  fully  considered  the 
ease  and  cannot  agree ;  and  I  hope  no  Judge  will  shrink  from  taking 
that  course ;  for,  if  a  jury  cannot  agree,  we  ought  not  to  coerce  them 
by  personal  suffering,  nor  ought  we  to  expose  parties  to  the  danger 
of  a  verdict  which  is  not  the  result  of  conviction  in  the  minds  of  the 
jury,  but  produced  by  suffering  of  mind  or  body. 

At  the  same  time,  while  I  point  out  these  fluctuations  of  our  law,  I 
entirely  concur  in  this,  that  upon  the  whole  the  rule  (whether  of  law 
or  practice),  that  a  jury  shall  not  be  discharged  at  the  instance  of  the 
prosecutor,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  obtain  evidence  of  which  at  the 
trial  there  is  a  failure,  is  a  sound  and  salutary  rule,  and  ought  not  to 
be  departed  from.  Whether  it  be  positive  law,  or  practice  made  by 
the  Judges  in  the  time  of  Lord  Holt,  is  comparatively  of  little  im- 
portance;  it  has  been  the  uniform  practice  of  the  judicial  authorities 
from  that  time  to  this ;  and  a  rata  praxis  like  that  becomes  equal  to 
part  of  the  law,  which  no  Judge  ought  to  depart  from,  and  if  found  to 
be  inexpedient  for  the  administration  of  justice,  it  should  be  altered 
by  an  Act  of  the  Legislature,  and  not  by  the  resolution  of  a  body  of 
Judges,  still  less  by  the  act  of  an  individual  Judse. 

But  I  should  be  extremely  unwilling  to  say  that  there  may  not  be 
cases  in  which  there  may  not  be  superadded  to  a  defect  of  evidence 
some  additional  circumstance,  calling  for  the  exercise  of  authority  on 
the  part  of  Judges  to  prevent  justice  from  being  defeated ;  and  I  am 
therefore  exceedingly  reluctant  to  lay  down  that  the  above  is  a  posi- 
tive law  as  stated  by  Lord  Holt.  In  the  course  of  the  argument  I  put 
the  case  of  a  witness  either  kept  away  firom  Court,  or  present  and 
refusing  to  give  evidence  in  consequence  of  being  tampered  with  bjr 
♦5051  ^^^  *prisoner  or  the  accused,  and  justice  thereby  in  danger  o\ 
-I  being  frustrated.  I  am  not  prepared  to  say  that  in  such  a  case 
the  Judge  may  not  interpose,  by  virtue  of  his  judicial  authority,  to 
prevent  the  scandalous  frustration  of  justice  by  an  acquittal  under 
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aach  circumstances.  I  put  the  case  more  than  once  and  did  not  hear 
an  answer  to  it  Even  Mr.  Melliah,  with  his  clear  logical  mind  and 
ability  as  a  disputant,  did  not  grapple  with  that  case.  It  may  be  said 
Jhat  it  is  better  there  should  be  a  defeat  of  justice,  however  incon- 
venient to  tribunals  and  the  public,  rather  than  that  a  great  principle 
of  safety  should  be  removed ;  it  was  urged  that  though  no  man,  even 
in  his  wildest  dreams,  would  impute  the  possibility  of  corruption  to 
English  Judges,  still  Judges  might  be  rash,  vain,  or  impatient,  and  so 
lend  themselves  to  oppression.  I  am  not  influenced  by  any  such  idle 
apprehension.  I  have  been  some  years  at  the  bar  and  on  the  bench, 
and  have  seen  much  of  the  administration  of  justice ;  and  I  never  saw 
a  Jadge,  from  rashness,  vanity,  or  impatience,  lend  himself  to  oppres- 
sion, or  do  anything  not  right,  to  his  knowledge  and  belief,  between 
the  Crown  and  the  party  accused.  It  would  not  be  becoming  in  me 
to  vindicate  myself  from  such  an  offensive  imputation,  but  as  regards 
those  with  whom  I  have  had  the  honour  to  act  in  this  or  any  other 
Court,  I  must  say,  that  I  am  persuaded  the  bar  of  England  will  at 
once  repudiate  the  notion  of  any  danger  to  the  accused  from  the  rash- 
ness, the  vanity,  or  the  impatience  of  Judges.  Impatience  there  may 
be  sometimes ;  the  question  is  whether  it  is  not  an  honest  and  well 
justified  impatience ;  as  when  elaborate  argument  is  wasted  on  im- 
material or  undisputed  propositions,  or  when,  material  matters  being 
in  question,  time  is  occupied  with  idle  common-place  declamation,  or 
when  arguments  are  repeated  again  *and  again  to  the  waste  of  r«srvo 
the  time  of  the  Court,  which  is  the  time  of  the  suitors  and  the  '• 
country.  Therefore  I  am  not  prepared,  either  as  matter  of  law,  or  of 
expediency,  to  give  up  the  judicial  authority  of  the  Judge  presiding 
at  a  criminal  trial,  in  a  case  when  justice  is  being  frustrated  by  the 
act  of  prisoner,  or  by  something  in  which  he  concurs  and  co-operates, 
to  prevent  justice  from  being  defeated  by  postponing  the  trial  and  dis- 
charging  the  jury. 

That  brings  us  to  this  question,  whether  there  are  cases  in  which, 
independently  of  the  concurrence  of  the  accused  in  the  means  whereby 
justice  would  be  frustrated,  the  Judge  would  be  justified  in  exercising 
that  authority.  And  we  must  take  it  here  that  in  the  act -by  which 
justice  was  about  to  be  defeated  (because,  though  we  must  not  assume 
that  the  prisoner  was  guilty,  yet  justice  was  frustrated  by  the  inquiry 
being  stopped),  the  accused  was  not  a  co-operating  party  with  the 
witness;  and  therefore  the  question  is  whether,  assuming  that  the 
Judge  has  authority  to  discharge  the  jury,  this  was  a  case  in  which  it 
would  be  properly  exercised.  The  inclination  of  my  opinion  is  that, 
if  mv  brother  Hill  had  the  authority,  this  was  a  case  in  which  it  was 
not  fit  to  exercise  it.  There  may  be  a  difference  of  opinion  on  that 
point,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  it.  This  is  one  of  those  cases 
on  the  confines.  But  this  I  know,  that  a  more  cautious  or  conscien- 
tious Judge  never  sat  upon  the  bench:  and,  as  he  only  doubted  his 
legal  power,  and  entertained  no  doubt  as  to  this  being  a  fit  case  for  its 
exercise,  far  be  it  from  me  to  say  that  he  acted  wrongly. 

The  second  question  presents  even  greater  difficulty  in  the  way  of 
the  defendant.    Assuming  that  the  Judge  had  *not  this  power,   r^rn^* 
or  that  he  exercised  it  improperly,  the  question  is,  whether  ^ 
what  he  has  done  amounts  to  an  acquittal  of  the  defendant   and 
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mtitles  him  to  have  judgment  entered  up  as  if  be  had  been  acquitted. 
On  this  I  can  add  nothing  to  the  conclusive  reasoning  of  Crampton, 
J.,  in  Oonway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Iri&h  Law  Rep.  149,  165, 
on  which  so  much  observation  has  been  made.  There  is  no  instance 
of  such  a  plea  as  this,  except  in  this  case  And  that.  It  may  be  said 
with  truth  that  may  be  because,  since  the  practice  established  in  the 
time  of  Lord  Holt,  jul*ies  have  not  been  discharged,  and  therefore  the 
occasion  for  such  a  plea  has  not  presented  itself.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  only  pleas  known  to  the  law  of  England  to  stay  a  man  from  being 
tried  on  an  indictment  or  information  (and  we  must  consider  this  as 
if  it  was  a  fresh  information,  and  the  defendant  had  pleaded  to  it  the 
facts  stated  on  the  record)  are  the  pleas  of  auterfois  acquit  and  auter- 
fois  convict,  and  it  is  clear  that  this  statement  of  facts  amounts  to 
neither.  It  is  said  that  a  man  is  not  to  be  tried  twice,  and  is  not  a 
second  time  to  be  put  in  jeopardy ;  and  that  that  applies  equally  to 
this  case  as  to  <i  case  where  a  man  has  been  convicted  or  acquitted. 
In  that  I  cannot  concur ;  and  the  reasoning  of  Crampton,  J.,  is  conclu- 
sive on  thai  subject.  When  we  talk  of  a  man  being  twice  tried,  we 
mean  a  trial  which  proceeds  to  its  legitimate  aUd  lawful  conclusion  by 
verdict ;  and  when  we  speak  of  a  man  being  twice  put  in  jeopardy, 
we  mean  put  in  jeopardy  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury ;  and  he  is  not  tried 
nor  put  in  jeopardy  until  the  verdict  is  given.  If  that  is  not  so,  then 
in  every  case  of  a  defective  verdict  a  man  could  not  be  tried  a  second 

♦5081  *^°^®»  ^^  y®*  *^*  ^®  ^^^^  known  that,  though  a  jury  have  pro- 
^  nounced  upon  the  case,  yet,  if  their  verdict  be  defective,  it  will 
not  avail  the  party  accused  in  the  event  of  his  being  put  on  his  trial 
a  second  time.  Therefore,  in  my  humble,  judgment  (though  it  is  noi 
necessary  to  decide  the  point)^  as  at  present  advised,  I  cannot  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  there  has  been,  in  this  case,  a  trial,  or  that  the 
accused  has  been  put  in  jeopardy,  or  put  in  the  position,  either  in 
fact  or  in  law,  of  a  man  who  has  been  once  acquitted,  and  who,  having 
been  once  acquitted,  cannot  be  put  on  his  trial  a  second  time. 

This  being  my  vieW,  and  having  given  all  the  attention  I  could  to 
tthis  case,  though  1  do  not  Wish  it  to  be  understood  as  a  final  and  set- 
tled conclusion,  I  only  say  that  in  this  state  of  things  we  ought  not 
lo  interpose,  and  that  is  all  we  have  to  decide.  It  may  be  a  hardship 
on  the  accused  itihat  he  should  be  again  put  on  his  trial,  when,  perhaps, 
on  this  record  being  finally  made  up  and  taken  to  a  Court  of  error, 
it  may  be  held  ^e  ought  not  to  have  been  tried  a  second  time ;  but  we 
•cannot  help  that.  Possibly  this  may  be  the  only  case  in  which  soch 
a  question  will  present  itself,  because,  if  it  is  taken  to  a  Court  of  error, 
we  shall  have  the  point  definitely  settled  whether  the  defendant  in  an 
indictment  or  information,  upon  the  trial  of  which  no  verdict  was 
given  one  way  or  the  other  because  the  jury  were  discharged,  is  enti- 
tled to  have  that  discharge  operate  as  an  acquittal,  so  as  to  entitk 
him  to  final  judgment. 

But  are  we  at  the  present  ntoment,  and  in  the  present  state  of  the 
record,  bound  to  prevent  this  case  going  to  its  final  conclusion?  I 
think  that,  unless  we  can  clearly  see  that  the  defendant  is  entitled 
to  be  treated  as  if  he  had  been  acquitted,  we  cannot,  with  proprietj, 
*'091  ^^^^^^^-  ^y  *iu>^ii^S  this  rule  absolute,  we  may,  though 
J  the  inclination  of  n^  <^nioa  is  the  other  way,  deprive  the 
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Crown  of  the  opportunity  of  iikitiig;  the  aub  to  a  Court  of  error. 
Therefore  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  case  must  take  its  coarse  like 
odier  cases  in  which  a  Jadge  maj  have  erred,  if  indeed  he  has  erned. 
In  some  eases  there  may  be  nO  remedy  except  in  the  eyent  of  a  result 
&tftl  to  the  accused  on  the  second  trial,  which  might  give  him  an 
equitable  ground  for  a  pardon  by  the  Crown,  if  serious  doubt  should 
be  entertained  as  to  the  propriety  of  the  discharge  of  the  jury  on  the 
first  trial.  But  in  this  case  the  defendant  will  have  the  <H)portunity 
of  taking  the  opinion  of  a  court  of  error  on  that  point,  if  the  result 
of  the  second  trial  should  be  against  him. 

Therefore  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 

WiOHTXAir,  J. — ^In  a  case  of  this  importance,  I  could  have  wished 
for  a  longer  time  to  consider  the  many,  and  not  always  concurring, 
aathorities  that  have  been  cited  upon  the  argument ;  but,  as  time  is 
of  importance  in  this  case,  I  have  given  them  the  best  coHsideraAioa 
that  I  can. 

The  two  great  questions  that  were  argued  befot^  us,  were,  1st, 
whether  the  Judge  was  warranted  in  discharging  the  jury  in  this  case ; 
and,  secondly,  whether,  if  he  was  not,  the  defendant  could  again  be 
put  upon  his  trial,  and  this  Court  award  a  venire  de  novo ;  or  whether 
the  defendant  was  entitled,  upon  the  matter  appearing  upon  the 
reoofd,  to  judgment  quod  eat  sine  die.  It  appealed  by  the  reoord 
that  the  defendant,  being  charged  with  a  misdemeanor,  pleaded  not 
guilty ;  that  a  jury  was  impannelled  and  sworn  to  try  that  issue,  and 
that,  because  a  material  and  necessary  witness  for  the  Crown  refused 
to  ♦give  evidence,  the  Judge,  at  the  request  of  the  prosecutor's  j-^ki  q 
wnnsel,  discharged  the  jury  frcmi  giving  any  verdict.  *• 

Upon  the  first  point,  whether  the  Judge  was  warranted  in  discharg- 
ing the  jury  under  the  circumAanoes  stated  upon  the  record,  a  great 
nany  cases  were  cited  in  argument,  some  in  which  the  jury  had  been 
discharged  in  criminal  cases  upon  ground  nearly  similar  to  that  in  the 
present  case,  and  others  in  which  the  juty  had  been  discharged  upon 
the  ground  of  necessity,  as  upon  the  illness  of  a  juryman,  or  of  the 
prisoner,  or  oth^  circumstances  occurring,  which  rendered  the  further 
proceeding  with  the  case  impracticable ;  and  it  was  said,  and  I  believe 
correctly,  that  in  no  instance  had  the  jury  been  discharged  undel* 
fluch  circumstances  as  in  the  present  case  since  the  Revolution. 

The  cases  will  all  be  found  collected  in  the  report  of  the  case  of 
Oonway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Bep.  149,  and  were 
all  commented  npon  in  the  argument.  In  Kinloch's  Case,  Foster  1$, 
22,  Mr.  Justice  Foster,  in  bis  judgment,  p.  29,  reviews  and  comn^nts 
Qpoa  the  cases  and  the  law  upon  this  point,  and  expresses  a  strotig 
optnion  against  the  propriety  of  the  Court  in  its  discretion  discharging 
&  jury  after  evidence  given  and  concluded  on  the  part  of  the  Crown, 
merely  for  want  of  sufficient  evidence  to  convict,  but  refrains  from 
giring  any  opinion  as  to  the  propriety  of  such  a  course,  Where  undue 
practices  hare  been  used  to  keep  witnesses  out  of  the  way,  or  where 
witnesses  have  been  prevented  from  giving  evidence  by  sudden  and 
ttiforeseen  accidents.  The  case  nearest  to  the  present  which  has 
ocoarred  in  modem  times  of  which  I  Am  iiware,  is  thait  ef  The  King 
9.  Wade,  1  Moo.  C  C.  86,  in  which  the  prosecutrix,  in  a  trial  for  a 


610  BEGINA  V.  CHABLBSWOBTH.    T.  V.  1861. 


^f.^  ^  -.  rape,  when  she  *came  to  1>e  sworn  as  a  witness,  appeared  to  be 
-•  wholly  ignorant  of  the  nature  and  obligation  of  an  oath,  and 
the  Judge  before  whom  the  trial  occurred  discharged  the  jury  in  order 
that  the  witness  might  be  instructed  as  to  the  matters  upon  which  she 
was  deficient,  but  he  reserved  the  propriety  of  the  discharge  of  the 
jury  for  the  consideration  of  the  Judges,  who  all,  with  the  exception 
of  two  who  were  absent,  were  of  opinion  that  the  discharge  of  the 
jury  was  wrong,  and  that  the  prisoner  ought  to  have  been  acquitted; 
and  a  pardon  was  recommended.  It  is  obvious  that  the  power  of 
discharging  a  jury  at  the  instance  of  the  prosecutor,  on  the  ground  that 
the  evidence  was  not  strong  enough  to  warrant  a  conviction,  but  that 
upon  another  trial  better  and  more  cogent  evidence  might  be  obtained, 
is  more  objectionable  than  in  that  case,  and  may  produce  great  hard- 
ship upon  the  prisoner  or  defendant ;  and  I  cannot  but  think  that 
such  a  power  ought  not  to  be  exercised  upon  such  a  ground,  and  that 
in  this  case  my  brother  Hill,  whose  only  object  was  to  prevent  what 
be  most  reasonably  considered  might  possibly  produce  a  failure  of 
justice,  was  wrong  in  discharging  the  jury  upon  the  ground  suggested 
in  the  present  case. 

But,  assuming  that  he  was  wrong,  the  second  question  then  arises; 
how  can  this  error  of  the  J'udge,  if  it  be  one,  be  taken  advantage  of 
by  the  prisoner  or  defendant  in  case  it  is  proposed  to  put  him  upon 
his  trial  a  second  time  ?  Or,  indeed,  can  he  take  advantage  of  it  at 
all,  except  as  a  ground  for  the  interference  of  the  Grown  by  a  par- 
don, as  recommended  in  The  King  v.  Wade,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  86?  It  is 
said,  for  the  defendant,  that  he  is  entitled  to  judgment  upon  the  record 
as  it  stands  of  eat  sine  die,  upon  the  ground  that,  as  the  Judge  at  the 
*5121  *^^^^  ought  not  to  have  *discharged  the  jury,  but  to  have 
^  directed  an  acquittal,  he  is  entitled  to  have  the  same  judgment 
as  if  he  had  been  acquitted.  But  no  precedent  or  authority  has  been 
cited  to  warrant  such  a  judgment  in  such  a  case.  In  the  case  of  Con- 
way and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Bep.  149,  the  Court  dis- 
charged the  prisoner ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  they  gave  such  a 
judgment  as  that  now  prayed.  Upon  a  plea  of  auterfois  acquit  such 
a  judgment  might  be  given,  as  the  jury  had  actually  pronounced  their 
verdict  of  Not  guilty. 

But  it  is  said  that,  as  it  is  a  rule  of  criminal  law  that  a  man  shall 
not  be  twice  put  in  jeopardy  for  the  same  offence,  if  he  has  once  been 
put  upon  his  trial  and  the  jury  sworn  he  has  been  put  in  jeopardy, 
and  therefore  cannot  by  law  be  tried  again,  and  so  is  entitled  to  judg- 
ment quod  eat  sine  die.  It  is  necessary  to  consider*  in  such  a  case, 
what  is  meant  by  putting  a  man  in  jeopardy,  and  at  what  period  of 
the  proceedings  he  is  so  placed.  If  he  is  placed  in  jeopardy  when 
the  jury  are  sworn  and  evidence  given,  he  has  been  in  jeopardy  though 
a  juryman  may  be  taken  ill,  or  some  unforeseen  accident  occur,  which 
would  be  within  the  ordinary  excepted  cases  in  which  a  jury  may 
properly  be  discharged ;  or. the  jury  may  give  an  imperfect  verdict, 
or  one  which  cannot  be  supported  in  point  of  law,  in  which  cases 
also  the  prisoner  or  defendant  nas  been  placed  in  jeopardy,  if  his  being 
charged  before  a  jury  sworn  to  try  him,  and  evidence  given,  be  a 
placing  him  in  jeopardy.  But  in  such  cases  there  seems  no  doubt 
but  that  a  venire  de  novo  may  be  awarded,  and  that  the  defendant  is 
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not  entitled  to  judgment.  Has  he  been  more  in  jeopardy  when  the 
juTj  are  wholly  discharged,  as  in  the  present  case,  than  when  they 
give  an  imperfect  verdict,  or  are  discharged  by  reason  of  one  being 
taken  ill  before  they  have  given  *any  verdict  ?  Many  instances  r^^R-to 
may  be  given  of  mistakes,  fatal  it  may  be,  to  prisoners  which  ^ 
would  not  entitle  them  to  judgment.  Suppose  a  Judge  were  impro- 
prly  to  admit  evidence  obtained  under  circumstances  which  made  it 
inadmissible,  and  the  prisoner  was  convicted  upon  such  evidence, 
could  he  claim  judgment  quod  eat  sine  die,  or  must  not  he  rely,  as  in 
The  King  v.  Wade,  1  Moo.  C.  C.  86,  upon  the  interference  of  the  pre- 
rogative of  the  Crown  to  pardon  ?  Upon  the  whole  I  am  disposed  to 
think,  with  Mr.  Justice  Grampton,  as  expressed  in  his  elaborate  judg- 
ment in  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Bep.  149,  p. 
178,  that  "  the  true  and  rational  doctrine  is,  that  where  a  trial  proves 
abortive  in  consequence  of  no  legal  verdict  being  given,  a  ventre  de 
novo  ought  to  go,  whether  the  result  has  flowed  from  the  error  of  the 
Judge  or  the  jury  or  of  both." 

I  have  not  arrived  at  this  conclusion  without  much  doubt,  but  I 
have  the  less  di£Bicultv  in  expressing  it,  as  the  objection  now  urged 
for  the  prisoner  will  be  equally  open  to  him  upon  writ  of  error  if 
there  should  be  another  trial,  even  if  found  guilty ;  and  if  the  verdict 
is  for  him,  the  question  will  not  arise. 

Cbomfton,  J. — It  seems  to  me  that  the  only  question  in  this  case 
is,  ought  we  to  award  jury  process  ?  I  am  satisfied  from  the  discus- 
sion we  have  heard  that  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  come  before  us 
and  say  that  matters  appear  on  this  record  to  prevent  an  award  of 
new  process  (whether  venire  or  distringas  is  not  material),  and  our 
decision  upon  that,  whether  we  award  process  or  refuse  it,  is  a  judicial 
act  If  we  award  it  improperly  it  is  clear  a  writ  of  error  lies  by  the 
defendant ;  and  whether,  if  we  refuse  to  award  it,  a  writ  *of  r^xiA 
error  lies  by  the  Crown  or  not,  I  think  that  if  it  is  made  out  to  ^ 
our  satisfaction  that  there  is  matter  on  the  record  which  brings  the 
case  to  a  conclusion,  we  are  bound  to  give  our  judgment  that  this 
process  shall  not  issue.  Therefore  the  only  question  is,  whether  there 
is  matter  appearing  on  the  record,  which  in  effect  terminates  the  pro- 
ceedings by  showing,  in  the  one  way  of  expressing  it,  that  we  should 
not  issue  jury  process,  and  in  the  other  that  the  party  ought  to  be 
discharged.  The  question  consequently  comes  to  this,  does  the  matter 
appearing  on  this  record  prevent  fresh  process  issuing? 

in  my  judgment  there  is  nothing  on  this  record  which  has  that 
effect  in  the  case  of  an  abortive  trial  of  this  kind,  whether  the  abor- 
tion has  occurred  by  the  act  of  the  Judge  or  of  the  jury,  or,  as  was 
put  in  the  argument,  by  the  act  of  a  mob  disturbing  the  proceedings, 
or  even  by  the  Crown  actually  interfering,  if  such  a  case  could  hap- 
pen. Without  going  at  any  length  into  that  point,  I  agree  with  tho 
Lord  Chief  Justice  and  my  brother  Wightman,  that  this  is  an  attempt 
to  extend  the  old  plea  of  auterfois  acquit.  When  the  authorities  are 
examined  there  is  none  to  show  that  an  abortive  trial  prevents  a  venire 
de  novo  in  the  case  of  misdemeanor.  An  objection  has  been  made 
on  a  technical  point,  originallv  taken  in  the  time  of  Lord  Holt  and 
afterwards  by  Lord  Wensleyciale.(a)   There  is  said  to  be  an  objection 

(a)  Sm  CMDpb«U  V.  Tb«  Qumd,  11  Q.  B.  S14,  830. 
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to  a  renire  de  noyo  in  the  case  of  felonj,  I  own  tbat  I  bava  a  stitxig 
opinion  on  that ;  and  I  think  that  The  King  v.  Fowler,  4  B.  &  Aid 
27S  (E.  0.  L.  B.  vol.  6),  is  an  authority  to  a  certain  extent  upon  it.  But 
certainly  that  technical  objection  does  not  Apply  to  a  ease  of  miade- 
meanor.  Therefore  we  have  to  see  whether  it  is  made  out  that  a  trial 
*5151  ^^^^^  ^^^  £aiiled  in  this  way  has  the  same  effisct  as  *a  plea  of 
•'  autcrfois  acquit.  I  think  it  has  not.  In  a  plea  of  that  nature 
it  mast  be  averred  that  there  has  been  a  former  trial,  and  that  the 
defendant  has  been  in  jeopardy.  In  this  cose  the  defendant  was  not 
sried,  neither  was  he  in  jeopardy,  in  the  legal  sense  of  the  word. 
Nothing  has  been  adduced  to  alter  the  conclusion  to  which  I  haye 
come,  founded  on  the  reasoning  and  judgment  of  Crampton,  J.,  in 
Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Rep.  149, 16o,  I  think 
the  reasoning,  not  only  in  that  part  of  the  judgment,  but  in  the  whole 
of  it,  is  unanswerable.  Without  repeating  those  reasons  I  concar 
with  them,  and  am  of  opinion,  that  upon  an  abortive  trial  like  this, 
in  case  of  misdemeanor,  judgment  for  the  defendant  cannot  be  prayed 
as  upon  a  plea  of  a  former  conviction,  or  former  acquittal.  Mr.  Mel 
lish  did  not  grapple  with  this  part  of  the  case,  but  argued  that  if 
anything  wrong  done  by  the  Judge  appeared  on  the  record,  that  would 
be  ground  for  quashing  the  proceeddngB.  I  do  not  agree  in  that. 
There  are  many  things  done  by  Judges  at  the  trial  of  criminal  cases 
which  cannot  be  made  the  ground  of  such  a  motion.  It  is  not  be- 
cause something  is  done  of  which  we  do  not  approve  that  the  trial  ia 
to  be  considered  as  terminating  in  favour  of  the  defendant. 

The  old  notion  that  where  a  jury  was  once  charged  with  a  prisoner 
it  could  be  the  only  jury  to  try  him,  has  long  been  exploded.  I  think 
it  was  first  exploded  in  Ferraris  Case,  T.  Raym.  84,  and  the  contrary 
practice  has  so  long  prevailed,  that  we  cannot  adhere  to  the  old  rule. 
I  take  the  same  view  as  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  where  he  traced  the 
fluctuations  in  the  practice;  and  I  am  in  favour  of  the  notion  of 
Crampton,  J.,  that  this  is  matter  of  practice,  though  it  is  in  one  sense 
^5161  "^^^^'  ^^  ^^^'  ^because  process  is  in  one  sense  matter  of  law. 
^  But  whether  it  be  matter  of  law  or  practice,  we  must  take  the 
rule  now  to  be,  that  the  same  jury  which  have  been  sworn  ought  to 
try  the  case,  subject  to  the  power  of  the  Judge  to  interfere  if  he  sees 
that  it  is  a  proper  case  for  interference.  It  is  not  necessary  to  decide 
this ;  but  I  have  a  strong  inclination  of  opinion  that  the  rule  is  that 
the  jury  ought  not  to  be  discharged  unless  there  is  some  very  strong 
reason  for  it.  which  I  think  is  for  the  Judge  to  determine.  And  that 
it  is  in  his  discretion  makes  me  incline  to  the  notion  that  it  is  matter 
of  practice  rather  than  of  law.  I  mean  "  practice"  in  this  sense,  that 
it  is  a  rule  to  which  Judges  ought  to  adhere,  and  would  do  wrong  if 
they  did  not  adhere. 

Now,  it  seems  to  me  that  what  was  mischievous  in  the  practice  fol- 
lowed in  the  time  of  Car.  2,  and  perhaps  before,  was  an  abuse  of  the 
former  practice  of  discharging  juries  when  it  became  necessary,  and 
that  no  doubt  was  ever  made  what  the  result  would  be  if  an  improper 
discharge  took  place.  I  consider  that  the  Judges  in  the  case  of 
Whitebread  and  Fenwick,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  79, 119, 120,  311,  815,  317. 
where  this  practice  was  used  in  so  odious,  dangerous,  and  unconstitu- 
tional a  manner,  which  cannot  be  too  much  reprobated,  took  this 
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oourae,  because  tkej  knew  that  if  they  disohar^>ad  the  juvy  the  prit 
floneFs  had  Bot  the  benefit  of  an  acquittal,  aod  therefore  were  liaUe  ta 
be  tried  again.  And  I  take  what  Lord  Holt  afterwards  said  in 
Perkins's  Ca8e,(a)  namely,  that  he  would  wait  for  a  time>  but  that  he 
would  not  discharge  the  jury^  to  be  founded  on  this,  that,  if  he  did. 
dij3charge  the  jury,  it  would  not  be  equivalent  to  an  acquittal,  p^kim 
*bii4  the  party  might  be  tried  again.  It  is  said  now,  that  dis-  I-  ^  ^ 
charging  the  jury  is  eouivalent  to  acquittal.  But  I  %\\,XDk  the  origin 
c*f  the  Judges,  in  liord  Holt's  time>  making  this  rule  was,  that  the 
abase  of  discharging  jui'ies  for  the  purpose  of  getting  further  evi()ei^o^ 
was  very  much  to  be  reprobated,  but  that  the  discharge  of  the  jury 
would  prevent  the  party  from  saying  that  he  could  not  be  tried  again. 
The  ola  rule  of  law  or  practice  seems  to  i^e  to  have  been  adopt^  fbi* 
that  very  end. 

With  the  exception  of  Conway  and  Ljmch  u  The  Queen,  7  Irish 
Law  Bep.  149,  in  Ireland,  there  is  no  case  in  which  this  has  been 
treated  as  a  legal  bar  to  fresh  process  i^st^lng,  or  as  a  termination  of 
the  proceedings  in  favour  of  tne  prisoner.  AH  the  other  cases  rest 
on  different  principles.  In  The  King  v.  Wade,  1  Moo.  0.  C,  86,  the 
Judges  met  (as  they  used  to  do  before  the  Court  for  considering 
Crown  Gases  was  established)  to  consider  whether  the  Judge  ]iad  tried 
the  prisoner  in  any  improper  way,  or  admitted  wrong  evidence,  or 
improperly  rejected  evidence,  which  could  not  be  vuide  the  ground 
for  his  being  relieved  from  the  consequences  of  a  conviction,  and,  if 
they  thought  there  had  beep  anything  wrong,  they  recoinmended  a 
paidon.  It  was  never  suggested,  before  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  ThQ 
Queen,  that  the  discharge  of  the  i^ry  could  be  made  matter  of  plea. 
In  that  case  three  Judges  gave  juugment  against  one :  but  on  exfimint 
ing  the  judgments,  I  am  quite  satisfied  with  that  of  Grampton,  j.  In 
Newton's  Case,  18  Q.  B.  716  (E.  C.  L.  E.  vol.  66),  a  very  strong 
opinion  was  expressed  by  the  Court  that  the  discharge  of  the  jury- 
was  not  equivalent  to  an  acquittal.  That  case  came  before  the  Court 
on  a  motion  for  a  habeas  corpus.  I  have  a  dif&oulty  in  seeing  why, 
if  the  discharge  of  *the  jury  was  equivalent  to  an  acquittal^  r*5ia 
the  prisoner  was  not  entitled  to  be  discharged.  If  there  was  ^ 
a  termination  of  the  proceedings  against  her,  I  do  not  see  why  she 
was  not  discharged.  I  do  not  quite  ^nderstand  what  was  meant  by 
saying  that  the  commitment  for  the  murder  was  stiU  standing.  Surely, 
if  the  prosecution  for  the  murder  was  done  away,  the  accused  party 
was  acquitted,  f^nd  ought  to  have  been  discharged.  However,  I  use 
the  ease  to  show  that  the  Court  did  not  consider  itself  aa  concluded 
by  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen.  Lord  Denmap,  p.  7^9,  aaye^ 
"The  jury  were  improperly  discharged:  and  therefore,  as  it  is  coQ^ 
tended,  the  prisoner  must  be  set  at  liberty.  I  do  not  think  that 
conclusion  follows  either  logically  or  on  the  legal  authorities,  £]vei\ 
assuming  that  the  discharge  of  the  jury  was  improper,  I  do  not  see 
how  it  is  eouivalent  to  an  acquittal,  or  can  be  a  bar  to  a  trial,  nor 
how  it  could  be  made  the  subject  of  a  plea.  On  this,  however,  I  give 
no  opinion,  but  merely  state  it  by  wav  of  protestatioq  i^gainst  being 
supposed  to  have  decided  that  it  may  be  so  pleaded.'^  Apd  again,  p, 
730,  '*!  am  of  opinion  that  the  Judge  in  this  case  acted  rightly :  but^ 

(a)  Sm  MS.  of  Byre,  0.  J.,  aitml  la  Fof tfr  tS. 
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eyen  if  he  had  acted  improperly,  I  think  it  does  not  entitle  the 
prisoner  to  be  set  at  liberty,  as  the  original  commitment  still  remains 
m  force.  The  rule  must  therefore  be  discharged."  Patteson,  J.,  says, 
p.  781,  "There  has  been  no  trial  resulting  in  a  verdict;  what  took 
place  was  not  a  trial  determining  the  question  of  her  guilt  or  inno- 
cence. Therefore,  even  if  I  saw  great  reason  to  doubt  the  correctness 
of  what  took  place  at  the  Assizes,  I  should  say  she  was  not  entitled 
to  be  discharged."  What  Coleridge,  J.,  and  Erie,  J,,  said  as  to 
discretion  has  been  so  often  mentioned  in  the  argument  that  I  will 
♦5191   *^^^  further  refer  to  their  judgments.     That  case  shows  the 

^  Court  considered  it  an  open  question,  and  Lord  Demnan  ex- 
presses his  opinion  that  the  discnarge  of  the  jury  could  not  be  made 
the  subject-matter  of  a  plea,  and  was  not  equivalent  to  a  determina- 
tion of  the  indictment  in  favour  of  the  defendant.  The  last  case  on 
the  subject.  The  Queen  v,  Davison,  2  F.  &  F.  250,  is  a  still  stronger 
authority.  There,  on  the  facts  stated  in  the  plea,  and  I  think  in  the 
replication  also,  there  was  no  ground,  as  cont-ended  by  the  defendant's 
counsel  in  this  case,  for  the  jury  being  discharged;  certainly  no 
ground  within  the  ruling  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish 
Law  Bep.  149.  In  The  Queen  v.  Davison  it  was  pleaded  that  the  dis- 
charge of  the  jury  took  place  for  and  by  reason  of  no  sufficient  or 
legal  cause  whatever.  It  is  true  that  there  is  a  replication  that  the 
jury  could  not  agree  after  deliberating  for  a  "long  space  of  time;" 
which  amounts  to  this,  that  for  some  long  time  they  had  not  come  to 
an  agreement  on  their  verdict ;  and  then,  because  it  was  the  last  case 
at  the  Sessions,  and  the  Justices  did  not  choose  to  wait  any  longer  for 
the  verdict,  they  discharged  the  jury.  That,  according  to  Conway 
and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  was  not  justifiable.  The  Court,  however 
do  not  put  it  on  that  ground,  but  on  the  ground  that  this  was  not  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  a  plea.  Now,  though  that  case  was  in  an  inferior  Court, 
still  it  was  at  the  great  Central  Criminal  Court  where  three  Judges 
after  hearing  the  question  solemnly  argued,  agreed  in  their  judgment; 
and  it  is  a  case  of  equal  authority  to  the  case  in  Ireland,  in  which 
three  Judges  concurred  in  the  judgment,  and  the  Judge  who  differed 
*59m   ^^^^  them  ♦was,  in  my  opinion,  right.    Pollock,  C.  B.,  said,  p. 

^  254,  •'  We  are  all  of  opinion  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  hear 
further  argument.  The  question  is,  whether  the  plea  is  sufficient,  and 
the  counsel  for  the  prisoner  chiefly  relies  on  the  case  of  Conway  and 
Lynch  v.  The  Queen.  Now,  though  it  has  no  doubt  been  laid  down 
in  the  text-books  that  a  jury  cannot  be  discharged  except  under  certain 
circumstances,  it  does  not  appear  that  prior  to  that  case  the  improper 
discharge  of  a  jury  was  ever  made  the  subject  of  a  plea.  I  may 
observe  that  in  that  case  the  Irish  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  were  not 
unanimous;  and,  therefore,  if  the  necessity  arose,  I  should  consider 
that  we  were  quite  at  liberty  to  review  it ;  but  it  is  observable  that 
the  case  before  them  was  one  of  felony,  the  present  being  one  of  mis- 
demeanor only."  I  will  not  stop  to  make  any  long  remarks  on  that 
distinction ;  it  is  however  a  curious  fact  that  in  every  authority  up  to  the 
time  of  the  Bevolution,  the  rule  has  been  put  as  applicable  to  cases  of 
life  and  limb,  which  are  felony,  and  as  not  applicable  to  ordinary  cases 
of  misdemeanor,  and  still  less  to  criminal  prosecutions  in  our  Court, 
where  the  manner  of  proceeding  is  different  from  that  in  criminal 
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cises  in  general ;  e.  g.,  the  defendant  may  move  for  a  new  trial.  Bat 
my  notion  is  that  the  practice  either  adopted  by  the  Judges,  or  grow- 
ing np  of  itself  after  the  Bevolution,  extends  to  both  felony  and  pis- 
demeanor  ;  and  I  think  that  the  rule  which  ought  to  guide  Judges  is, 
that  in  criminal  trials  for  every  kind  of  ofifence,  the  jury  ought  not  to 
be  discharged  except  in  cases  of  evident  necessity  or  propriety.  The 
Chief  Baron  goes  on  to  say,  "But  we  are  of  opinion,  generally,  that 
vhere  a  Judge  has  exercised  his  discretion,  that  discretion  is  not  to  be 
made  the  suQect  of  question.  It  cannot  be  *groand  of  error,  r+goi 
nor  can  it  be  traversed  before  a  jury.  It  seems  to  me,  there-  ^ 
fore,  that  the  plea  the  prisoner  has  placed  upon  the  record  is  bad,  and 
that  he  must  yet  answer  the  charge  against  him."  Then  my  brother 
Martin  places  his  decision  chiefly  on  the  ground  that  the  case  was  one 
of  misdemeanor;  and  my  brother  Hill  says  (p.  255)  that  he  adopts  the  - 
position  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Crampton  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v. 
The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Bep.  149,  172,  178,  where  he  says  that 
though,  as  to  what  is  a  case  of  necessity,  one  Judge  might  differ  from 
another,  still,  "  it  is  clear  that  the  Judge  has  a  discretion  to  exercise ; 
where  is  the  legal  limit  to  his  power  to  be  fixed?  the  prisoner's 
coonsel  could  not  fix  it ;  the  Juages  in  Kinloch's  Case  and  Sir  M. 
Foster  say  it  cannot  be  fixed.  I  need  scarcely  add  that  I  cannot 
fix  it" 

I  think  these  authorities  are  stronger  in  &vour  of  its  not  being 
matter  of  plea  than  any  which  went  before,  and  it  is  not  made  out  to 
my  satisfaction,  indeed  I  think  it  is  not  true,  that  such  matter  operates 
as  a  bar  if  pleaded  to  a  new  indictment,  and  that,  if  it  appears  on  the 
record,  it  does  not  operate  as  a  termination  of  the  proceedings,  and 
prevent  fresh  process  being  awarded.  Therefore,  1  think  that  we 
cannot  in  law  refuse  to  award  jury  process,  but  are  bound  to  do  so. 

On  the  other  part  of  the  case.  I  think  one  ought  to  give  one's 
opinion.  I  think  this  is  a  rule  of  great  importance  to  guide  Judges 
which  has  been  acted  upon  since  the  Revolution,  and  I  think  it  ought 
to  apply  both  to  misdemeanors  and  felonies.  It  is  a  rule  of  practice 
or  of  Jaw;  and  I  think  the  Judge  ought  not  to  interfere  and  discharge 
the  jury,  merely  because  the  prosecution  *fails  for  want  of  r*52o 
eridenoe,  and  it  strikes  me  that  the  present  is  a  case  of  that  ^ 
kind.  It  would  be  a  nice  question  whether  it  could  be  done  in  a  case 
of  collusion;  but  here  we  have  no  case  of  collusion  at  all — it  is  the 
same  as  if  a  witness  did  not  come  into  Court,  or  did  not  answer  satis- 
factorily ;  it  is  a  failure  of  evidence  for  the  prosecution.  Now,  whether 
that  is  matter  of  discretion  in  the  Judge  or  not,  I  am  bound  to  say 
that  I  should  have  felt  myself  bound  by  the  practice  to  direct  an 
acquittal.  I  think  that  the  importance  of  observing  the  general  rule 
is  greater  than  the  importance  of  justice  not  being  baffled  in  any  par-  ^ 
ticular  case.  On  the  part  of  the  Crown  it  is  argued  that  the  interfer- 
ence of  the  Judge  was  justified,  on  the  ground  that  the  witness  was 
baffling  justice;  but  unless  that  is  brought  home  to  the  defendant  it 
makes  no  difference.  My  brother  Hill  having  the  whole  matter  before 
him,  and  acting  in  the  exercise  of  his  discretion  (and  I  can  conscien- 
tioQsly  say  I  think  his  judgment  better  than  my  own),  discharged  the 
jury;  still  I  would  have  acted  on  the  general  rule  and  universa   prac- 


S23  REGINA  «.  CHABUJSWORTB.    T.  V.  1861. 

■  ■  -  ■■■■  -  I  ■      g*'^— > 

lice  since  the  Bevolution^  nol  to  discharge  tlte  jury  merelj  because 
the  case  for  the  prosecution  failed  for  want  of  evidence. 

At  the  same  time  it  is  very  desirable  that  justice  should  not  be 
baffled  in  this  case.  It  is  one  of  the  difficulties  of  our  trial  by  jury 
which  has  often  occurred  to  me,  though  it  is  a  price  well  worth  pay- 
ing for  that  institution,  that  very  often  a  point  arises  at  the  trial  which 
there  is  no  mode  of  sifting,  and  one  party  or  the  other  unduly  has  the 
advantage  of  it.  Abroad,  trials  are  protracted,  and  the  wanting  evi« 
dence  is  supplied,  which  is  a  very  bad  practice.  With  us  there  must 
*5231  ^^  ^^  ^^^  *^^  acquittal  or  a  conviction ;  and,  on  a  failure  of 
J  evidence  the  jury  is  discharged. 

I  think  also  that  the  practice  of  discharging  the  jury  too  soon  is 
objectionable.  It  is  said  that  they  should  be  discharged  if  the  Judge 
sees  that  they  are  not  likely  to  agree.  I  think  that  we  should  take 
some  mean  course.  It  is  a  dangerous  thing  to  say  that  the  jarv 
should  be  discharged  in  a  certain  time  or  in  a  few  hours.  I  think 
that  they  ought  to  be  kept,  not,  as  the  Ohief  Justice  says,  to  coerce 
them,  but  for  such  a  time  as  that  they  should  not  be  able  to  say, 
'*  We  need  not  agree  in  a  verdict ;  we  will  wait  for  such  a  time,  and 
then  we  shall  be  discharged."  Therefore,  I  do  not  reprobate  the 
old  practice  of  confining  the  jury  for  a  reasonable  time.  Confining 
them  without  meat,  drink,  and  fire,  and  exposing  them  to  hunger, 
thirst,  and  cold,  is  a  barbarous  relic  of  ancient  times,  and  should  be 
got  rid  of.  But  I  think  that  they  should  be  kept  for  a  reasonable 
time,  so  that  they  may  not  wait  for  their  discharge,  in  order  to  avoid 
giving  a  verdict  unpleasant  to  their  feelings. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  am  quite  satisfied  that  there  is  no  matter  on  this 
record  which  entitles  the  prisoner  to  be  discharged  from  the  informa- 
tion, or  to  prevent  the  Crown  from  having  fresh  jury  process. 

I  think,  therefore,  that  this  rule  oaght  to  be  discharged. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  also  think  this  rule  should  be  discharged. 

This  is  an  information  for  a  misdemeanor.  Issue  was  joined  in 
this  Court  on  the  plea  of  Not  guilty.  There  is  an  award  of  jury  pro- 
eess  and  a  return  of  the  nisi  prius  record,  on  which  are  entries  of 
♦5241  ^^*^  ^^^^  place  at  York.  *From  these  we  find  that  the  jury 
-'  were  sworn  and  the  case  commenced,  but  that  no  verdict  was 
given,  the  Judge  having  discharged  the  jury,  under  circumstances 
stated  on  the  record. 

On  this  the  question  arises,  what  is  this  Court  to  do  judicially  ?  The 
counsel  for  the  defendant  contend,  that  it  is  a  rule  of  law,  that  in  al. 
criminal  cases,  as  well  misdemeanors  as  felonies,  when  once  the  jury 
are  sworn  and  the  trial  begun,  that  jury  must  give  their  verdict  one 
way  or  the  other,  unless  discharged  under  circumstances  different 
from  those  in  this  case;  and  they  farther  contend  that,  if  this  jury  be 
discharged  improperly,  the  issue  can  never  be  tried  again,  so  that 
judgment  could  be  given  against  the  defendant  on  the  verdict,  if 
found  for  the  Crown.  If  they  are  right  in  this  contention,  I  think 
this  Court  should  not  permit  its  process  to  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  causing  a  trial  which  could  not  be  available,  and  that  the  defend^ 
ant  would  be  entitled,  as  of  right,  to  a  judgment  refusing  prooesi 
and  discharging  the  defendant  from  this  information;  the  precise 
form  of  which  judgment  we  need  not  consider  now.    But  unless  the 
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defendant  is  righl  in  allying  \]xek%,  as  a  nmttQr  of  law,  the  discharge  of 
the  jury  operates  so  as  to  prevent  the  issue  being  tried,  the  Grown  is, 
I  think,  entitled,  as  ft  matter  of  right,  to  an  award  of  process  to  cause 
that  trial,  which  we  must  not  deny. 

The  Judge  at  the  trial  ht^s  power  to  discharge  the  jury  when- 
ever it  is  proper,  and  he  is  the  sole  judge  of  the  propriety,  in  this 
sense  at  least,  that,  when  he  decides  th^t  the  jury  are  to  be  discharged, 
all  must  obey  him,  and  the  jury  must  be  discharged.  It  may  well  be 
that  his  order;  though  it  must  be  obeyed,  was  improperly  made,  but 
it  seems  to  me  that,  to  entitle  the  defendant  ^to  the  judgment  r^  595 
his  counsel  pray  for,  it  must  be  shown  not  only  that  the  dis-  '- 
charge  of  the  jury,  under  the  circumstances  stated  on  this  record,  was 
improper,  but  also  that  an  improper  discharge  of  the  jury  is  in  point 
of  law  equivalent  to  ^n  acquittal,  and  entitles  the  defendant  to  a  dis- 
eharge  as  much  as  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  would  have  done.  In  my 
mind  the  only  question  we  have  to  decide  is  whether  this  discbarge 
does  amount  to  a  bar  in  law,  and  X  think  we  must  decide  it. 

It  is  not  sufficient  for  the  defendant  if  his  counsel  can  make  out 
that  there  has  been  an  improper  deviation  from  practice,  unless  they 
show  it  is  in  law  a  bar.  There  are  rules  of  practice, — I  may  take  as 
a  familiar  example  that  by  which  a  Judge  recommends  a  jury  not  to 
act  on  the  unconfirmed  evidence  of  an  accomplice,(a)— so  well  estab- 
lished, that  a  Judge  is  blameable  if  he  departs  from  them,  and  yet  u 
conviction  obtained  against  such  a  rule  of  practice  would  be  good  in 
law.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  defendant  has  suffered  injury,  there  is  an 
eqaitable  claim  upon  the  Grown  to  redress  this  injury.  It  is  for  the 
proper  constitutional  advisers  of  th^  Grown  to  say  whether  such  a  case 
is  made  out. 

In  The  King  v.  Wade,  1  Moo.  C.  G.  86,  which  was  mentioned  by 
my  brother  Wightman,  the  Judges  were  not  deciding  on  the  law,  but 
were  consulted  as  the  advisers  of  the  Crown.  They  thought  that  it 
was  an  improper  proceeding  on  the  part  of  a  Judge  to  discharge  a  jury 
in  order  to  postpone  the  trial  till  a  witness  could  be  educated  so  as  to 
naderstand  the  nature  of  an  oath,  and  I  agree  with  them,  for,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  the  evidence  given  after  an  education  of  this  sort  would  be  of 
9  very  questionable  kind.  So  ^thinking,  they  recommended  r^Koa 
a  pardon ;  but  their  doing  so  was  no  expression  of  an  opinion  ^ 
that  the  course  taken  by  the  Judge  was  beyond  his  power,  or  that  he 
had  not  discretion  in  a  fit  case  to  discharge  the  jury,  and,  as  far  as 
the  course  adopted  by  them  in  recommending  a  pardon  is  an  evidence 
of  their  opinion,  they  thought  it  no  bar  in  law.  Here  we  are  not 
acting  as  constitutional  advisers  of  the  Grown ;  we  are  to  say  whether 
it  is  legal  to  proceed  to  try  this  issue  after  what  has  happened.  It  is 
for  the  law  advisers  of  the  Grown  to  say  whether,  if  it  be  legal,  it  is 
also  proper  as  a  matter  of  discretion  so  to  do.  That,  however,  is  a 
question  for  the  constitutional  advisers  of  the  Grown,  of  whom  I  am 
not  now  one,  to  determine  on  their  own  responsibility. 

I  have,  however,  no  objection  to  state  my  own  opinion  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  course  taken  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,  though  it  is 
somewhat  extrajudicial :  it  is  that  in  general  it  is  objectionable  for  a 
Judge  to  discharge  a  jury  i^fler  a  trial  has  begun  on  account  of  any 

(a)  S0«  The  Qaoen  v.  Boye^  99U,  p.  811. 
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failure  of  evidence.  The  liability  to  abuse  is  so  great  that  I  think 
that  this  should  not  be  done  merely  because  of  a  failure  of  evidence. 
But,  I  think  it  cannot  be  said  that,  if  a  Judge  has  power  by  law  to 
discharge  a  jury,  he  should  never  exercise  that  power.  In  cases  of 
collusion,  where  it  appears  that  the  defendant  has  instigated  a  witness 
to  absent  himself,  or  the  like,  I  think  a  Judge  ought  to  use  his 
power.  In  the  present  case  I  agree  with  the  defendant's  counsel, 
that  there  is  nothing  stated  on  the  record  to  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  defendant  instigated  the  witness  to  refuse  to  give  evidence. 
K  there  were,  I  should  have  no  doubt  that  it  would  have  been 
♦5271  ^™P^P^^  ^^*  *^  discharge  the  jury.  But  I  think,  on  the  *state- 
J  ment  on  the  record,  it  is  probable  that  the  witness  was  not 
instigated  by  the  defendant  at  all.  Still,  I  think  the  Judge  had  facts 
before  him  from  which  he  might  well  draw  the  inference  that  the 
witness  refused  to  answer  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  justice,  by  pro- 
curing the  acquittal  of  this  defendant,  from  the  absence  of  evidence, 
thinking  he  could  do  so  with  impunity.  I  think  that,  under  the 
peculiar  circumstances,  it  was  very  desirable  that,  not  only  should 
the  witness  who  committed  this  contempt  of  Court  be  fined  and 
imprisoned,  but  also  that  he  should  be  baffled  in  the  object  he  pro- 
posed for  himself.  It  may  be  that  the  general  rule,  that  a  criminal 
case  once  begun  should  be  disposed  of,  is  of  such  consequence  that  it 
would  be  better  to  suffer  the  wrongdoer  to  obtain  his  end  than  break 
through  this  rule,  and  I  will  not  take  on  myself  to  say  that  a  Judge 
who,  acting  on  that  notion,  should,  in  such  a  case  as  the  present, 
direct  an  acquittal,  might  not  do  well ;  but  on  the  whole  (though  not 
without  doubt),  I  think  that  my  brother  HiU  (always  assuming  that 
he  had  the  power)  did  better  in  discharging  the  jury. 

All  this,  however,  is  in  the  nature  of  obiter  dicta :  the  one  point  on 
which  I  rest  my  judgment  is  that,  at  all  events  in  a  case  of  misde- 
meanor, the  discharge  of  a  jury  sworn  to  try  an  issue  after  the  trial 
has  begun,  even  if  improper,  is  not  in  my  opinion  a  legal  bar  to  a 
trial  of  the  issue  by  another  jury.  I  have  said  "  at  all  events  in  a 
case  of  misdemeanor,"  because  that  is  the  only  question  before  us, 
and  because  the  law  of  England  undoubtedly  does,  in  favorem  vita, 
make  distinction  in  many  cases,  and  it  may  be  in  this,  between  the 
modes  of  procedure  in  felonies  and  in  misdemeanors. 
if-oQi  *The  whole  foundation  of  the  argument  of  the  defendant  is 
^  ^  rested  on  two  passages  in  Lord  Coke,(a)  where  he  expressly 
speaks  only  of  felonies,  where  life  and  limb  are  in  danger,  and  where 
a  privy  verdict  may  not  be  given.  He  is  silent  as  to  the  eflfect  of  an 
infringement  of  this  rule,  and  it  may  well  be  doubted  whether  he  is 
doing  more  than  laying  down  a  general  rule  of  practice  which  he 
thought  ought  to  guide  the  Court  in  felonies,  but  which  was  not  gene- 
rally followed. 

Before  the  Revolution  it  certainly  was  the  practice  to  dischai^e  a 
jury  whenever  the  Judge  thought  the  interests  of  justice  required  it, 
in  order  that  there  might  be  a  second  trial.  This  was  done  in  all 
cases,  treason  and  capital  felony,  as  well  as  misdemeanors.  The  prac- 
tice is  stated  by  Lora  Hale (6)  in  pretty  nearly  the  same  terms  as  it  is 
stated  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  North  in  the  case  of  Whitebread  and 

(a)  See  Co.  Litt  227  b;  Z  Init.  110.  (6)  See  2  Hale,  P.  C.  295. 
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Fenwick,  7  How.  St.  Tr.  811,  S16.  Lord  Hale  justifies  the  practice 
for  reasons  which  are  plaiisible,  and  which  show  that  he  thought  the 
discharge  was  no  bar,  though  the  acquittal  would  have  been  one.  He 
justifies  the  practice  because,  if  the  jury  were  discharged,  the  notori- 
ous murderer  might  be  brought  to  justice,  which  could  not  have  been 
if  the  discharge  was  a  bar  as  much  as  the  acquittal.  But,  though  his 
reasons  are  plausible,  the  case  of  Whitebread  and  Fen  wick  shows 
that  the  practice  was  liable  to  great  abuse,  and  I  think  it  clear  that 
the  modern  practice  by  which  a  criminal  trial  is  not  interrupted  after 
it  has  commenced,  except  in  very  exceptional  cases,  is  very  much 
better.  I  cannot  doubt  that  a  Judge  would  most  properly  be  removed 
from  his  office,  and  impeached,  if  he  were  now  to  ^discharge  r«^oQ 
a  jury  under  such  circumstances  as  those  under  which  the  jury  ^ 
were  discharged  on  the  first  trial  of  Whitebread  and  Fenwick.  I 
think  an  Attorney-General  who  persevered  in  putting  them  on  trial 
again  would  also  be  deserving  of  impeachment ;  but,  supposing  this 
to  be  done,  I  doubt  whether  the  Judges  before  whom  the  prisoners 
were  arraigned  the  second  time  could  do  otherwise  than  tell  them 
that  they  had  no  legal  bar  to  the  indictment  even  in  a  case,  of  treason. 
After  the  Bevolution  no  alteration  was  made  by  the  Bill  of  Bights, 
or  any  other  Act,  in  the  law  or  practice  as  to  criminal  trials,  but  the 

ffactice  was  changed.  The  reaction  against  the  old  abuses  was  great, 
n  The  King  v,  Keite,  1  Ld.  Baym.  138,  142,(a)  in  1696,  a  special 
verdict  was  found  in  a  case  of  felony.  The  verdict  was  such  that 
Holt,  C.  J.,  and  Turton,  J.,  thought  it  warranted  a  judgment  for  the 
Crown.  Eyre  and  Bokeby,  Js.,  thought  the  verdict  uncertain,  and 
"by  them  a  venire  de  novo  ought  to  issue."  It  would  appear  from 
the  various  reports  of  the  case  that  there  was  a  doubt  whether  there 
could  be  a  venire  de  novo  in  a  case  of  felony,  which,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  could  only  be  on  the  ground  that,  in  accordance  with  the  doctrine 
of  Lord  Coke  in  Co,  Litt.  227  6,  the  jury  once  charged  with  the  pri- 
soner ought  to  give  their  verdict,  and  could  not  be  discharged.  In 
the  end  no  decision  was  given,  as  Lord  Holt  himself  took  exceptions 
to  the  indictment,  which  was  quashed.  This  is  the  only  case  1  find 
in  which  the  point  arose  as  a  matter  to  be  decided  as  a  question  of 
law.  It  was  soon  after  this  case  that,  in  The  Kin^  v.  Perkins,  MS. 
of  Eyre,  C.  J.,  cited  in  Fost.  28,  Carth.  465,  Lord  Holt  made  the 
^statement  that,  according  to  one  report,  he  had  *'  had  occasion  r«cQQ 
to  consider  this  matter ;"  according  to  another,  that  ''  all  the  ^ 
Jadges  of  England  were  of  opinion,  in  debate  amongst  themselves," 
that  in  capital  cases  a  juror  could  not  be  withdrawn,  or,  in  other 
vords,  a  jury  could  not  be  discharged  with  consent,  and  in  misde- 
meanors not  without  consent.  What  Lord  Holt  did  in  The  King  v. 
Perkins  is  what  on  every  view  of  the  case  is  now  approved  of.  The 
Jadges  could  by  their  resolutions  alter  the  practice,  but  not  the  law. 
It  has  never  been  decided  that  in  felony  there  can  be  a  venire  de  novo 
on  an  imperfect  verdict,  though  the  very  able  judgment  of  Crampton, 
J.,  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Bep.  149,  165, 
leads  me  to  tliink  it  probable  that  it  can.  But  if  Lord  Holt  thought  that 
there  could  be  no  venire  de  novo  in  case  of  an  imperfect  verdict  in 

(«)  S.  C.  Dom.  The  King  v.  Eeate,  Comb.  406;  St  Sftlk.  191 ;  1  Com.  13.    S.  C.  nom.  The  King 
•.Keftt,  6  Mod.  288;  12  Mod.  118;  Skin.  666;  Cm.  temp.  Holt,  481. 
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miademeanors  except  bj  o6n6ent|  his  opinio^  faflD  been  repeatedly  oref* 
ruled,  for  I  think  it  clear  that,  on  an  imperfect  verdict  in  misdemean^H', 
a  venire  de  novo  is  awarded :  see  Trafford  v.  The  King,  in  error,  8 
Bing.  204,  213  (B.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  21);  S.  C.  2  Or.  k  J.  265.  278.  And 
I  agree  with  the  reasoning  of  Grampton,  J,.,  in  Oonway  luid  Lynch  v. 
The  Queen,  p.  178,  which  shows  that  there  is  no  distinction  in  prin- 
ciple as  to  the  effect,  as  a  bar,  of  an  imperfect  verdict  and  a  dischai^e 
of  the  jury  thereupon,  and  any  other  dischatge  of  a  jury.  As  far  as 
authority  goes,  the  distinction  between  felony  and  misdemeanor  here 
becomes  important.  On  the  authorities  there  is  a  doubt  in  felony :  in 
misdemeanor  I  think  it  clear  that  there  is  a  venire  de  novo  on  an  im- 
perfect verdict. 

On  the  argument  before  us,  it  was  urged  that  there  was  a  distinc- 
♦5311  *^^^  between  a  discharge  of  the  jury  because  *the  Judge  bad 
•J  become  convinced  that  it  was  impracticable  that  they  could 
give  a  verdict,  which  it  was  said  was  a  case  of  necessity,  and  a  dis- 
charge of  the  jury  where  it  was  manifestly  still  practicable  that  they 
could  give  their  verdict,  but  the  Judge  thought  it  desirable  for  the 
ends  of  justice  not  to  take  their  verdict,  though  it  was  practicable; 
this,  it  was  said,  was  ultra  vires  and  ill^gaL  The  distinction  is  intel- 
ligible, but  it  cannot  be  supported  without  ovetruling  Kinloch's  Gase, 
Foster  16,  22.  There  the  verdict  oh  not  guilty  might  very  well  bare 
been  taken,  though  the  prisoners  had  kiot  the  opportunity  of  pleading 
in  abatement.  It  was  entirely  a  voluntary  act  on  the  part  of  the  Oourt 
which  led  to  the  discharge  of  the  jury,  and,  aB  is  pointed  out  by 
Crampton,  J.,  in  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  p.  176,  the  whole 
reasoning  of  Foster,  J.,  is  founded  on  the  supposition  that  the  Judge 
had  a  discretionary  power,  though  he  ought  never  to  exercise  it  irith- 
out  very  good  reason  indeed.  The  case  of  Oonway  and  Lynch  v.  The 
Queen,  7  Irish  Law  Rep.  149,  is,  as  I  have  already  observed,  a  case 
of  felony,  and  in  so  far  not  necessarily  in  point  in  the  present  case 
of  misdemeanor,  but  I  must  say  that  the  admirable  judgment  of 
Oramnton,  J.,  convinces  me  that,  even  in  a  ease  of  £^ony,  he  was 
right,  and  his  colleagues,  though  the  majority,  wrong.  I  will  not 
weaken  what  he  has  said  by  repeating  or  abridging  it,  but  refer  to 
the  report,  only  saying  that  I  subscribe  to  all  his  reasoning,  except 
that,  as  I  have  already  said,  I  doubt  if  he  is  justified  (p.  178)  ia 
treating  it  as  a  settled  point  that  there  must  be  a  venire  de  novo  on 
an  imperfect  verdict  in  a  case  of  felony.  I  think  this  still  not  deter- 
mined by  authority:  See  Oampbell  v.  The  Queen.  11  Q.  B.  799  (E.G. 
K  R  vol.  63). 

*"821  *Since  the  case  of -Conway  and  Lynch  there  have  been  two 
^  J  in  England  where  the  question  arose.  In  Newton's  Case,  13 
Q.  B,  71 J  (E,  0.  L.  R.  vol.  63).  Lord  Denman  says  (p.  729),  "The 
prisoner  was  given  in  charge  to  a  jury  at  the  Assizes;  and  the  jury 
were,  improperly,  discharged :  and  therefore,  as  it  is  contended,  the 

f)risoner  must  be  set  at  liberty.  I  do  not  think  that  conclusion  fd- 
ows  either  logically  or  on  the  legal  authorities.  Even  assuming 
that  the  discharge  of  the  jury  was  improper,  1 4o  not  see  how  it  ii 
equivalent  to  an  acquittal,  or  can  be  a  bar  to  a  trial,  nor  how  it  couM 
be  made  the  subject  of  a  plea."  And  Patteson,  J.,  says  (p.  731), 
"  There  has  been  no  trial  reaukifig  in  «  vardiet ;  wiiat  took  {daoe  wtf 
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not  a  trial  determining  the  qiiestion  of  her  guilt  or  innocence.  Tkere- 
fore,  even  if  I  saw  great  reason  to  doubt  the  correctness  of  what  took 
place  at  the  Assizes,  I  should  say  she  was  not  entitled  to  be  dis- 
charged." These  opinions  were  given  on  a  return  to  a  habeas  corpus^ 
when  the  question  before  the  Court  was  whether  the  prisoner  could 
be  detained  in  gaol  to  abide  a  fresh  trial.  The  question,  whether 
there  should  be  a  firesh  trial,  was  not  so  distinctly  raised  as  in  the 
present  case,  but  it  was  before  the  Court;  and  the  learned  Judges 
JQst  quoted  evidently  thought  that,  even  in  the  case  of  a  capital 
felony,  an  improper  discharge  of  a  jury  was  not  equivalent  to  an 
acquittal.  The  last  case  on  the  subject  is  The  Queen  t\  Davison,  2 
F.  &  F.  250,  where  the  precise  question  now  before  us  was  raised  on 
demurrer  at  the  Central  Criminal  Court  There,  to  an  indictment  for 
misdemeanor,  it  was  pleaded,  that  the  prisoner  had  been  given  in 
charge  to  a  jury  and  they  had  been  improperly  discharged  by  the 
jastices.  The  replication  stated  no  more  than  that  the  justices  did 
*it  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  because  all  other  busi-  r»fco* 
ness  was  at  an  end,  and  the  jury  said  that  they  were  not  likely  '- 
to  agree;  this  was  admitted  to  be  true  by  the  demurrer,  and  if  there 
was  no  more  than  this  stated,  surely  the  discharge  was  indiscreet  and 
premature.  Both  Pollock,  C.  B.,  and  Martin,  B.,  p.  254,  note  the 
distinction  between  the  case  which  was  one  of  misdemeanor  and  that 
of  Conway  and  Lynch  v.  The  Queen,  which  was  felony,  but  rest  their 
judgment  on  the  more  general  ground  that  the  improper  discharge 
of  a  jury  could  not  be  the  subject  of  a  plea,  and  my  brother  Hill,  p. 
255,  quotes  and  concurs  in  the  judgment  of  Grampton,  J.,  in  the  Irish 
ease. 

I  think  these  autliorities  quite  suf&cieM  to  authorize  us  to  decide 
that  the  discharge  of  the  jury  is  no  legal  bar  to  another  trial,  and 
therefore  that  there  ought  to  be  such  jury  process  as  is  necessary  to 
produce  the  further  trial.  Whether  that  is  to  be  entered  on  the 
record  as  a  venire  de  novo,  or  as  a  continuation  of  the  former  jury 
process,  is  a  matter  not  now  before  us.  The  rule  should  be  dis- 
charged. Rule  discharged. 

Subsequently  a  nolle  prosequi  was  entered  by  The  AUofn^- 
Qeneral. 

Bj  lUt  14  A  15  Viot  e.  100,  i.  12,  a  Judge  ii  empowered  to  disobarge  tbe  Jury  Ihiii 
pring  maj  rerdict,  where  a  pereon  is  tried  for  miidemeanor,  and  tbe  faots  givea  in  evtAettee 
It  Ib  law  to  a  Mtmy,  and  to  direei  ikok  perteti  ie  be  indieled  for  felony. 


•The  QUEEN  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  the  Parish  of  RUYTON  ^^^^^ 

of  the  Eleven  Towns.    July  9.  •■  o«* 

11 4 12  Vid.  e,  Z\,—QwvLnd$  tf  tem&vdl.^AeknmokdgmBnL^Eaidetux.'-^Ca^  fifr 

optnion  qfmperior  Court, 

tbe  groaadi  of  removal  of  a  female  paaper  stated  a  derhratiVe  ftettleuettt  flrom  ber  greM- 
gnuidfctber ;  and  alleged  an  acknowledgment  of  tbat  settlement  by  relief  given  to  ber  gf0Ki- 
l^ndnotber,  and  by  a  collateral  relation  baring  been  removed  to  tbe  parisb.  On  the  trial  of 
u  appeal  iit  tbe  Qnarter  Sessions  against  tbe  order  of  removal,  tbe  respondents  oiTeted  evl- 
^M  to  fe'bow  the  removal  to  Che  appellvut  parisb  of  another  eoUateral  relation— tbe  w^e  ^ 
t  lltodMto  4t  tka  eoiamon  -AiMeetor— M  a  MUletftnt  iAm  dirived  fMk  bim.  *  Tbit  eviAM^e 
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WM  objected  tO|  bat  Teoeired,  and  the  queation  of  Ita  admiuibilify.wu  referred  for  thii  Court: 
Held, 

1.  Thftt  the  Coart  of  Qaarter  Sessioni  were  prohibited  by  itat  11  A  12  Viet  c.  31,  from 
reeerying  the  ftbore  qaeition  for  the  coniideration  of  thii  Coart 

3.  Per  Hill  and  Crompton,  Js.,  dabituite  Cockbam,  C.  J.,  that  the  eridenoe  wai  re^iTible. 

On  appeal  against  an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  city 
and  borough  of  Chester,  for  the  removal  of  Ann  Rowlands  and  her 
three  illegitimate  children  from  the  parish  of  St.  Bridget,  Chester,  to 
the  parish  of  Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns,  in  the  county  of  Salop ; 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  city  and  borough  of  Chester 
confirmed  the  order,  subject  to  the  following  case : — 

The  pauper  Ann  Bowlands  was  the  daughter  of  William  Bowlands 
the  younger,  who  was  the  son  of  William  Bowlands,  who  was  the 
son  of  Thomas  Bowlands  and  Ann  his  wife.  The  respondents  relied 
upon  a  settlement  in  the  appellant  parish  derived  from  the  said 
Thomas  Bowlands,  the  pauper's  great-grandfather.  In  addition  to 
other  evidence  they  tendered  an  order  for  the  removal  of  one  Jane 
Bowlands,  the  wife  of  one  Thomas  Bowlands,  the  grandson  of  the 
«Ko^i  said  Thomas  Bowlands  and  Ann  *his  wife,  from  the  township 
^  of  Wrexham  Abbott  to  the  appellant  parish,  dated  the  5th 
day  of  August,  1880,  on  a  settlement  derived  from  the  said  Thomas 
Bowlands  the  grandfather,  and  a  removal  under  it,  which  order  was 
never  appealed  against.  They  also  called  the  said  Jane  Bowlands  to 
state  the  circumstances  under  which  the  removal  took  place,  and  her 
relationship  to  the  pauper. 

On  the  part  of  the  appellants  it  was  objected  that  this  evidence  was 
not  admissible.  The  learned  Becorder  received  the  evidence,  but 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  this  Court  the  question  of  its 
admissibility. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  is : — 

Was  the  evidence  objected  to  inadmissible  in  support  of  the  respond- 
ent's grounds  of  removal  ? 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  it  was  inadmissible,  then 
the  order  of  Sessions  is  to  be  quashed ;  otherwise  the  same  to  stand 
confirmed. 

The  grounds  of  removal  and  of  appeal  are  to  form  part  of  this  case, 
and  are  as  follows,  namely : — 

Grounds  of  removal. 

**  That  the  said  Ann  Bowlands  and  her  said  three  children  have 
come  to  inhabit,  and  are  now  inhabiting,  in  our  said  parish  of  Saint 
Bridget,  not  having  resided  in  the  said  parish  for  five  years  next 
before  the  date  hereof,  so  as  to  become  irremovable  therefrom,  and 
not  having  gained  a  legal  settlement  therein,  nor  having  produced 
any  certificate  acknowledging  them  to  be  settled  elsewhere ;  and  that 
they  are  now  actually  chargeable  to  our  said  parish,  and  are  receiving 
relief  therefrom,  which  is  not  made  necessary  by  reason  of  sickness 
or  accident:  that  their  place  of  settlement  is  in  your  said  parish, 
♦5^61  ^w^s^^P'  ^^  place  of  Buyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns,  ♦in  the 
J  county  of  Shropshire,  in  right  of  her  father  William  Bow- 
lands, whose  settlement  is  in  your  said  parish,  township,  or  place  of 
Buyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns,  in  right  of  his  late  father  the  said 
William  Bowlands,  deceased,  whose  settlement  was  in  your  said 
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parish,  townsbip,  or  place  of  Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns  at  the 
time  that  his  said  son  the  said  William  Rowlands  was  emancipated ; 
and  the  said  late  William  Rowlands,  the  said  late  grandfather  of  the 
said  Ann  Rowlands,  was  settled  in  your  said  parish,  township,  or 
place  of  Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns  at  the  time  his  said  son  was 
emancipated,  in  right  of  his  father  the  said  late  Thomas  Rowlands, 
deceased.  The  settlement  of  the  said  Thomas  Rowlands  has  been 
acknowledged  to  be  in  your  said  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Ruyton 
of  the  Eleven  Towns,  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  your  said 
parish,  township,  or  place  of  Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns  by  giving 
onto  Ann  Rowlands,  widow  of  the  said  Thomas  Rowlands,  weekly 
relief  for  several  years  previous  and  up  to  the  time  of  her  death, 
whilst  she  resided  in  Pentrefelin,  in  the  township  or  place  of  Wrex- 
ham Abbott.  That  Samuel  Rowlands,  cousin  to  the  said  William 
Rowlands,  the  said  father  of  the  said  Ann  Rowlands,  and  the  son  of 
the  late  Edward  Rowlands,  shoemaker,  deceased,  and  grandson  to  the 
said  late  Thomas  Rowlands  and  Ann  his  wife,  was,  by  an  order  under 
the  hands  and  seals  of  R.  M.  Lloyd  and  H.  W.  Meredith,  Esquires, 
two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  acting  in  and  for  the  said 
county  of  Denbigh,  bearing  date  the  19th  dav  of  January,  1843, 
removed  from  the  said  township  or  place  of  Wrexham  Abbott  to 
yonr  said  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns ; 
the  said  order  was  never  appealed  against.  That  neither  the  said  Ann 
Rowlands  *or  the  said  William  Rowlands  her  father,  ever  did  r^co^ 
any  act  whereby  to  gain  a  settlement  in  their  own  right;  ^ 
neither  did  the  said  William  Rowlands  the  elder,  deceased,  acouire 
any  settlement  in  his  own  right  previous  to  his  said  son  William 
Rowlands  being  emancipated." 

Grounds  of  appeal  (those  which  are  material  are  alone  set  out)  :— 

"  1.  That  the  said  order  is  bad  and  defective  on  the  face  thereof. 

"2.  That  the  said  Ann  Rowlands  and  her  said  children,  at  the  time 
the  said  order  was  made,  were  not  legally  settled  in  our  said  parish 
of  Sayton  of  the  Eleven  Towns. 

"3.  That  the  place  of  settlement  of  the  said  Ann  Rowlands  and 
her  said  children  is  not  in  our  parish  of  Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns 
»'.  :igiit  of  her  father  William  Rowlands. 

"4.  That  the  place  of  settlement  of  the  said  William  Rowlands  (the 
father  of  the  said  Ann  Rowlands)  is  not  in  our  parish  of  Ruyton  of 
the  Eleven  Towns,  in  right  of  his  late  father  the  said  late  William 
Rowlands,  deceased. 

"o.  That  the  said  William  Rowlands,  deceased,  the  grandfather  of 
the  said  Ann  Rowlands,  was  not  legally  settled  in  our  said  parish  of 
Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns. 

"6.  That  the  said  William  Rowlands,  the  grandfather  of  the  said 
Ann  Rowlands,  was  not  settled  in  our  said  parish  of  Ruyton  of  the 
Eleven  Towns,  in  right  of  his  father  the  late  Thomas  Rowlands, 
deceased. 

"7.  That  the  said  Thomas  Rowlands,  deceased,  was  not  settled  in 
our  said  parish  of  Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns. 

"8.  That  the  said  settlement  of  the  said  Thomas  ^Rowlands  r«-qa 
lias  not  been  acknowledged  to  be  in  our  said  parish  of  Ruyton   *■  ^ 
of  the  Eleven  Towns  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  our  said  parish, 
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by  giving  to  Ann  Bpwlands,  widow  of  the  late  Thomas  Rowlands, 
weekly  relief  whilst  she  resided  in  Pentrefelin,  in  the  township  of 
Wrexham  Abbott. 

*'  9.  That  Samuel  Eowlands,  cousin  of  the  said  William  Rowlands, 
the  father  of  the  said  Ann  Rowlands,  and  the  son  of  the  late  Edward 
Rowlands,  deceased,  and  grandson  to  the  said  late  Thomas  Rowlands 
and  Ann  his  wife,  was  not,  by  any  order  in  that  behalf  duly  made, 
removed  from  the  township  of  Wrexham  Abbott  to  our  said  parish 
of  Ruyton  of  the  Eleven  Towns. 

F.  K  J.  Mclntyre  having  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  parish  of 
St.  Bridget,  Chester,  to  show  cause  why  the  order  of  Sessions  should 
not  be  quashed;  it  was  argued  in  Easter  Term,  on  27th  April:  beforo 
Cockburn,  0.  J.,  Crompton  and  Hill,  Js. 

E,  Beavan  appeared  in  support  of  the  order  of  Sessions,  but  the 
Court  called  on 

Mclntyre  and  Horatio  Lloyd,  for  the  appellants. — This  evidence  was 
not  admissible  under  these  grounds  of  removal.  The  question  de- 
pends on  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  31,  The  first  section  having  repealed 
so  much  of  the  former  stat.  4  &  5  W.  4,  c.  76,  as  provides,  in  cases 
of  orders  of  removal,  that  the  notice  thereby  required  to  be  sent  by 
the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  parish  obtaining  the  order  shall  he 
accompanied  by  a  copy  of  the  examination  upon  which  the  order 
was  made ;  the  second  section  enacts,  ''  instead  thereof  such  notice 
♦5^Q1  *^^^^^  ^®  accompanied  by  a  statement  in  writing  under  the 
-'  hands  of  such  overseers  or  such  guardians,  or  any  three  or 
more  of  such  g[uardians,  setting  forth  the  grounds  of  such  removal, 
including  the  particulars  of  the  settlement  or  settlements  relied  upon 
in  support  thereof:  Provided  always,  that  on  the  hearing  of  any 
appeal  against  any  order  of  removal  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the 
respondents  to  go  into  or  give  evidence  of  any  other  grounds  of 
removal  than  those  set  forth  in  such  statement."  Then  by  sect  4, 
"Whereas  a  statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal  or  of  appeal  is 
required  to  be  communicated  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  party 
receiving  it  to  inquire  into  the  subject  of  such  statement,  and,  if  need 
be,  to  prepare  for  trial ;  be  it  therefore  enacted,  that  upon  the  hearing 
of  any  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal  no  objection  whatever  oa 
account  of  any  defect  in  the  form  of  setting  forth  any  ground  of 
removal  or  of  appeal  in  any  such  statement  shall  be  allowed,  and  no 
objection  to  the  reception  of  legal  evidence  offered  in  support  of  it 
ground  of  removal  or  appeal  alleged  to  be  set  forth  in  any  such  state- 
ment shall  prevail,  unless  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  soch 
alleged  ground  is  so  imperfectly  or  incorrectly  set  forth  as  to  be 
insufficient  to  enable  the  partv  receiving  the  same  to  inquire  into  the 
subject  of  such  statement,  anS  to  prepare  for  trial :  Provided  always, 
that  in  all  cases  where  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  any  such 
objection  to  such  statement  or  to  the  reception  of  evidence  ought  to 
prevail,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  such  Court,  if  it  shall  so  think  fit,  to 
sAuse  any  such  statement  of  grounds  of  removal  or  appeal  to  be 
forthwith  amended  by  some  officer  of  the  Court  or  otherwise,  on  sach 
♦5401  *®^°^^  ^  ^  payment  of  *co9ts  to  the  other  party,  or  pos^ning 
-'  the  trial  to  another  day  in  the  same  Sessions  or  to  the  next 
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subsequent  Sessions,  or  both  pajhnent  of  costs  and  postponement,  as 
to  such  Court  shall  appear  just  and  reasonable." 

The  respondents  rely  on  a  derivative  settlement  from  the  great- 
grand&ther  of  the  pauper,  and  the  grounds  of  removal  allege  an 
acknowledgment  of  that  settlement  by  relief  given  to  the  great-grand- 
mother of  the  pauper,  and  by  a  collateral  relation  having  been 
removed  to  the  appellant  parish.  But  the  respondents  further  seek 
to  show  the  removal  to  the  appellant  parish  of  another  collateral 
relation,  the  wife  of  a  grandson  of  the  common  ancestor.  No  objec- 
tions can  be  gone  into  which  are  not  stated  in  the  notice  of  i^ppeal : 
Reg.  v.  The  Churchwardens  of  Birmingham,  8  Q.  B.  410  (E.  C.  L.  R. 
rol.  55):  and  each  acknowledgment  here  must  be  taken  as  a  distinct 
ground  of  removal :  for,  where  acknowledgment  is  relied  on,  all  the 
particulars  of  it  must  be  set  out :  Rex  v.  The  Justices  of  Derbyshire, 
6  A.  &  E.  885  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  33).  [Cockburn.  C.  J.— Those  cases 
were  before  the  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  31.]  They  are  still  authority,  for  the 
only  difference  introduced  by  the  statute  in  this  respect  isj  that  for- 
merly the  particulars  of  the  settlement  relied  on  were  disclosed  by  the 
examination,  whereas  now  they  are  disclosed  by  the  order  of  removal. 
The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  give  the  means  of  inquiry.  With 
proper  notice  the  appellants  here  might  have  come  prepared  to  show 
that  the  relief  given  to  the  grandmother  of  the  pauper  was  given 
through  mistake,  or  that  the  settlement  obtained  by  the  son  was  ob- 
tained by  him  in  his  own  right.  If  the  ground  of  removal  were 
stated  to  be  a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service  in  the  parish,  proof 
of  another  settlement  by  hiring  and  service  in  *another  parish  r^^^  • 
would  not  be  admissible  to  confirm  it.  .  [Crompton,  J. —  ^ 
Where  a  ground  of  removal  is  stated,  can  you  not  confirm  it  by  mat- 
ter not  stated  ?  If  so,  then  is  not  this  merely  ancillary  evidence  ? 
Is  it  not  like  two  counts,  in  support  of  which  some  matter  is  offered 
in  evidence  which  might  have  been  made  the  subject  of  a  third  count?] 
This  was  not  offered  as  ancillary  evidence ;  if  the  Recorder  had  so 
understood  it,  he  would  not  have  reserved  the  point.  [Hill,  J. — The 
proviso  at  the  end  of  the  *  4th  section  enables  the  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  to  amend  the  grounds  of  removal.]  No  amendment  could 
have  been  made  here,  for  it  would  be  a  prejudice  to  the  appellants  to 
insert  a  new  ground  of  removal  of  which  they  had  no  previous  notice. 

B.  Bea^an,  for  the  resp)ondents, — This  evidence  was  only  offered  as 
^ditional  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment  suf&cient  to  support  the 
removal.  Acknowledgment  is  in  itself  no  ground  of  settlement;  it 
is  merely  evidence  of  a  settlement.  Where  a  removal  proceeded  on 
a  settlement  by  hiring  and  service  and  relief  in  the  appellant  parish, 
it  was  held  competent  to  the  appellant  parish,  under  a  general  notice 
of  appeal  negativing  the  settlement,  to  show  that  the  relief  was  given 
by  mistake :  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Bedingham,  o  Q.  B.  653  (E. 
C.  L.  B.  vol.  48). 

But  there  is  another  consideration  here,  namely,  had  the  Recorder 
a  right  to  reserve  this  point?  Sect.  7  of  the  il  &  12  Vict.  c.  31, 
enacts,  "  The  decision  of  the  Court  upon  the  hearing  of  any  appeal 
against  any  order  of  removal,  as  well  upon  the  sufficiency  and  effect 
of  the  statettenit  of  the  gromads  of  removal  and  of  appeal,  and  of  tirer 
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*'421  ^^^^^  ^^  chargeability,  and  of  the  copy  or  ^counterpart  of  the 
^  -'  order  of  removal  sent  to  the  appellant  parish,  as  upon  the 
amending  or  refusing  to  amend  the  order  of  removal  as  aforesaid,  or 
the  statement  of  grounds  of  removal  or  appeal,  shall  be  final,  and 
shall  not  be  liable  to  be  reviewed  in  any  Court,  by  means  of  a  writ  of 
certiorari  or  mandamus,  or  otherwise." 

Mclntyre. — This  evidence  was  not  offered  to  prove  the  removal  of 
the  collateral  relation,  but  as  a  step  to  prove  the  settlement  of  the 
great-grandfather  generally.  The  proviso  at  the  end  of  sect.  4  of  stat 
11  k  12  Vict.  c.  31,  only  applies  where,  a  settlement  as  stated  is  de- 
fective inform;  but  the  bringing  in  any  new  settlement  is  matter  of 
substance.  Besides,  no  application  for  leave  to  amend  was  made  at 
the  Sessions.  •  Chvr.  ado,  vuU. 

Blackbukn,  J.,  this  day  sat  alone  in  Court,  and  read  the  following 
judgments. 

Crompton,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  respondents  a*'e  entitled 
to  our  judgment. 

The  only  question  proposed  to  us  is,  '*  Was  the  evidence  objected 
to  inadmissible  in  support  of  the  respondents'  grounds  of  removal  ?'* 
If  we  think  it  admissible  we  are  to  quash  the  order ;  otherwise  it  is 
to  stand  confirmed. 

For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  course  of  the  discussion,  I  do  not 
think  the  evidence  inadmissible  in  support  of  the  grounds  in  ques* 
tion.  The  settlement  relied  upon  by  the  respondents  was  derived 
from  the  pauper's  great-grandfather:  and  the  grounds  of  removal 
^5481  ^^^  stating  the  derivative  settlements  of  her  father  *and  grand 
^  father,  proceed  to  state  that  the  settlement  of  the  great-grand 
father  had  been  acknowledged  on  two  distinct  occasions  by  thi 
appellant  parish — first,  by  giving  relief  to  a  descendant  of  the  great- 
grandfather under  a  settlement  derived  from  him ;  and,  secondly,  by 
an  order  of  removal  of  another  member  of  the  family  on  a  setUemenl 
also  derived  from  the  great-grandfather.  The  evidence  objected  to 
was  that  of  an  order  submitted  to  by  the  appellant  parish  for  the 
removal  of  another  member  of  the  same  family  under  a  settlement 
derived  in  the  same  way  from  the  great-grandfather. 

If  the  two  instances  of  acknowledgment  mentioned  in  the  grounds 
of  removal  are  to  be  treated  as  the  two  grounds  of  removal,  I  think  that 
the  evidence  in  question  was  admissible,  as  confirming  and  showing 
the  nature  of  such  acknowledgment,  and  as  showing  that  there  was 
not  any  mistake  about  the  relief  having  been  given  as  relief  in  such  a 
way  as  to  amount  to  an  acknowledgment,  and  as  anticipating  and 
rebutting  any  supposition  that  the  relief  might  not  have  been  given 
by  the  parish,  or  that  it  was  not  so  given  as  to  be  a  binding  acknow- 
ledgment. As  it  is  stated  that  other  evidence  was  given,  and  as  the 
Recorder  has  decided  in  favour  of  the  settlement  in  the  appellant 
parish,  we  must,  I  think,  consider  that  he  has  decided  that  the  grounds 
of  removal  were  made  out ;  and  in  this  view  of  the  case  the  evidence 
objected  to  seems  to  me  not  to  have  been  inadmissible. 

If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  grounds  of  removal  are  taken  to  be,  that 
the  respondents  relied  on  the  settlement  of  the  great-grandfather,  and 
the  derivative  settlements  of  the  grandfather  and  pauper  from  the 
great-grandfather,  and  if  the  instances  of  acknowleagment  by  relief 
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and  order  submitted  to  were  merely  given  as  *evidence,  then  r^rjj, 
any  objection  to  the  grounds  of  removal  would  only  amount  to  *■ 
an  objection  that  the  original  settlement  of  the  great-grandfather  was 
Qot  sufficiently  set  out ;  and  that  clearly  would  have  been  a  mere  im- 
perfect statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal  within  stat.  11  &  12  Vict. 
c.  31,  which  could  not  be  taken  advantage  of,  unless  found  by  the 
Court  below  to  have  been  insufficient  to  enable  the  other  party  to 
inquire  and  prepare ;  and  the  Court  below  not  having  so  found,  no 
such  objection  could  prevail. 

It  may  have  been  the  case  that  the  nature  of  the  great-grandfather's 
settlement  was  not  known,  and,  if  any  amendment  was  necessary,  it 
might  have  been  stated  to  have  been  unknown ;  or,  if  known,  the 
nature  of  the  settlement  might  have  been  stated  more  particularly  by 
way  of  amendment.  And  it  is  by  no  means  clear  to  me  that  any 
statement  of  the  evidence  by  which  the  settlement  is  to  be  proved  is 
required.  The  expression  "particulars  of  settlement"  seems  to  point 
rather  to  the  nature  and  kind  of  settlement  than  to  the  evidence  of  it. 
It  probably  would  have  been  sufficient  to  have  traced  the  settlement 
of  the  pauper  up  to  the  great-grandfather,  and  if  the  fact  of  his  settle- 
ment were  known,  but  the  kind  of  settlement  were  unknown,  to  have 
so  stated. 

I  am  disposed  to  take  a  very  wide  view  of  the  enactment  of  stat.  11 
&  12  Vict.  c.  31,  and  to  hold  it  applicable  to  every  case  where  an 
objection  is  made  that  the  grounds  of  removal  are  not  sufficient  to  let 
in  the  case  of  the  party ;  and  if  this  be  so,  it  would  determine  the 
present  case  in  favour  of  the  respondents,  as  the  only  point  made  for 
the  appellants  is  as  to  the  evidence  not  being  admissible  on  the  grounds 
of  removal  stated.  I  *am  disposed  to  think  that  the  eflGect  of  r»-^- 
the  7th  section  of  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  31,  is  to  prevent  any  L  ^  ^ 
question  as  to  the  grounds  of  removal  not  being  sufficient  being 
brought  into  this  Court,  and  to  make  what  is  done  by  the  Court  below 
final  The  grounds  of  removal  seem  to  me  to  be  put  by  the  enactment 
in  question  in  exactly  the  same  position  as  particulars  in  a  trial  at  nisi 
prius  now  stand.  If  there  is  an  objection  to  the  sufficiency  and  effect 
of  the  grounds  of  removal,  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  is  to  con- 
sider, just  as  in  the  case  of  particulars,  whether  they  really  let  in  the 
case  of  the  party ;  and  if  not,  to  amend  them,  and  adjourn  the  case, 
4c.,  so  as  best  to  meet  the  ends  of  justice ;  and  by  the  7th  section  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  is  to  be  final.  The  doctrine 
of  defects  and  variances  in  the  examinations  and  grounds  of  removal 
before  the  trial  of  appeals  had  been  mischievous ;  and  the  statute  in 
question  was  a  most  beneficial  alteration  of  the  law,  designed  to  check 
»  practice  which  had  introduced  lamentable  and  disgraceful  technicali- 
ties into  the  trial  of  settlement  cases,  and  I  should  be  sorry  to  put  a 
tiarrow  construction  on  so  useful  an  enactment. 

On  these  grounds  I  think  that  our  judgment  should  be  for  the  re- 
spondents. 

Hill,  J. — This  was  a  rule  calling  upon  the  parish  of  St.  Bridget,  in 
the  city  of  Chester,  to  show  cause  why  an  order  of  Sessions,  confirm- 
ing an  order  of  two  justices  for  the  removal  of  Ann  Eowlands  and  her 
three  illegitimate  children  from  the  parish  of  St.  Bridget  to  the  parish 
of  Buyton,  should  not  be  quashed. 
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The  rule  was  argued  before  us  on  a  special  case  stated  for  the  opinion 
♦'461  ^^  ^^^^  Court  by  the  Becorder  *of  Chester,  before  whom  an 
^  -'  appeal  against  the  order  of  justices  came  on  to  be  heard.  The 
Recorder  confirmed  the  order  of  removal,  subject  to  a  case.  The  case 
stated  the  order  of  removal,  and  set  out  the  grounds  of  removal  in 
extenso,  and  also  the  grounds  of  appeal.  The  case  further  stated 
certain  evidence  which  the  respondents  offered  in  support  of  the  order 
of  removal,  and  that  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  was  objected  to 
by  the  appellants,  but  that  the  learned  Recorder  received  the  evi- 
dence ;  and  the  question  stated  by  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  this 
Court  is,  "  Was  the  evidence  objected  to  inadmissible  in  support  of 
the  respondents'  grounds  of  removal  ?" 

Before  answering  this  question  it  becomes  important  to  consider 
whether  the  Recorder  had  power  to  state  the  case  for  the  opinion  of 
this  Court,  and  whether  this  Court  can  review  his  decision  admitting 
the  evidence. 

The  question  really  argued  before  the  Recorder  was,  whether  the 
statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal  excluded  the  admissibility  of  the 
evidence.  This  renders  it  necessary  to  consider  the  provisions  of  the 
11  &  12  Vict.  c.  SI,  under  which  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  re- 
moval is  given. 

By  the  1st  section  of  that  statute ;  afiber  reciting  that  the  communi- 
cation, theretofore  by  law  required  to  be  made  by  a  parish  seeking  to 
enforce  an  order  of  removal  of  a  copy  of  the  examination  upon  which 
such  order  had  been  made  had  been  found  to  produce  much  expensive 
and  useless  litigation  upon  points  of  mere  form,  so  that  few  cases  of 
appeals  against  such  orders  were  then  decided  upon  the  merits ;  for 
remedy  thereof  it  was  enacted  that  the  then  existing  law  in  that  behalf 
♦5471  ^^^^^^  ^®  repealed :  and  instead  thereof,  by  *the  2d  section,  it 
^  was  enacted,  that  notice  of  an  order  of  removal  shall  be  accom- 
panied by  a  statement  in  writing  setting  forth  the  grounds  of  removal, 
including  the  particulars  of  the  settlement  relied  upon  in  support 
thereof.  The  2d  section  further  contains  a  proviso,  that  upon  the 
hearing  of  any  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal  it  shall  not  be  law- 
ful for  the  respondents  to  go  into  or  give  evidence  of  any  other  grounds 
of  removal  tnan  those  set  forth  in  such  statement.  The  4th  sectioa 
gives  the  sessions  before  whom  the  appeal  is  heard  the  most  ample 
powers  to  allow  an  amendment  of  the  grounds  of  removal,  for  the  pur- 
pose not  only  of  fully  meeting  the  justice  of  the  case,  but  of  securing 
a  trial  on  the  merits ;  and,  by  sect.  7,  the  decision  of  the  Court,  upon 
the  hearing  of  any  appeal  upon  the  sufficiency  and  effect  of  the  state- 
ment of  the  grounds  of  removal,  is  declared  to  be  final,  and  shall  not 
be  liable  to  be  reviewed  in  any  Court  by  means  of  a  writ  of  certiorari 
or  of  mandamus,  or  otherwise. 

Looking  at  the  provisions  of  this  statute,  I  am  of  opinion  that  ve 
have  no  power  to  review  the  decision  of  the  learned  Recorder.  The 
plain  and  manifest  intention  of  the  statute  was  to  get  rid  of  expensive 
and  useless  litigation  upon  points  of  mere  form,  and  to  facilitate  the 
settlement  of  all  disputes  upon  contested  orders  of  removal.  Its  pro- 
visions are  framed  so  as  to  enable  the  litigating  parishes  to  prepare 
for  trial  on  the  merits ;  and  to  aid  this  ol^ect  large  powers  of  amend- 
ment are  given  to  the  Court  before  which  the  appeal  is  heard  on  such 
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terms  as  to  payment  of  costs  or  postponing  tbe  trial  as  to  the  Conrt 
shall  appear  just  and  reasonable.  The  statute  having  made  these 
provisions,  by  which  a  trial  on  the  merits  is  effectually  secured  before 
a  ^competent  tribunal,  with  the  same  object  of  preventing  r^p-Ao 
expensive  and  usel^s  litigation,  expressly  enacts  that  the  '- 
decision  of  the  Court  upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  as  to  the  sui&- 
ciency  and  effect  of  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal,  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive. 

Id  the  case  sent  to  this  Court  by  the  Recorder  of  Chester,  the  ques- 
tion is  one  upon  the  effect  of  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal. 
For  the  appellants  it  was  argued  that  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of 
removal  excluded  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence ;  whilst,  on  the 
part  of  the  respondents,  it  was  argued  that  such  was  not  the  effect  of 
the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal :  in  other  words  the  question 
argued  between  the  parties  was  one  upon  which  it  is  expressly  enacted, 
bv  sect.  7,  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  upon 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal  shall  be  final  and  conclusive,  and  shall  not 
be  liable  to  be  reviewed  in  this  Court.  I  therefore  think  that  the 
Recorder  had  no  power  to  state  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court, 
and  that  this  Court  has  no  power  to  review  his  decision. 

If  this  Court  had  the  power,  and  we  were  required  to  answer  the 
question,  in  my  judgment  the  evidence  was  admissible  in  support  of 
the  grounds  of  removal.  The  statute  requires  ''a  statement  in  writing, 
setting  forth  the  grounds  of  the  removal,  including  the  particulars  of 
the  settlement  relied  upon  in  support  thereof;"  but  the  statute  does 
iwt  require  any  statement  of  the  evidence  by  which  the  party  obtain- 
ing  the  order  of  removal  intends  to  support  the  removal.  In  thd 
present  case  the  settlement  of  the  pauper  relied  on  was  derived  from 
her  great  grandfather ;  and  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal, 
after  setting  forth  the  derivative  settlements  of  her  father  and  grand- 
father, alleged  that  the  settlement  *of  the  great-grandfather  had  r*^^ g 
been  acknowledged  by  the  appellant  parish  by  the  payment  '• 
of  weekly  relief  for  several  years  to  his  widow,  and  by  an  order  of 
removal  submitted  to,  particularly  set  out  in  the  statement. 

It  appears  to  me  that  the  acts  relied  on  as  establishing  an  acknow- 
ledgment binding  on  the  appellant  parish  are  not  grounds  of  removal 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  but  are  merely  evidence  on  which 
the  respondents  rely  to  fix  the  appellants  with  having  acknowledged 
the  settlement.  The  statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal  does  not 
allege  that  the  nature  of  the  great-grandfather's  settlement  was  un- 
known; and  possibly  the  statement,  if  the  objection  were  taken,  might 
be  oonsiderea  imperfect,  and  to  require  an  amendment.  But  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  such  objection  was  taken,  and  the  appellants 
treated  the  statement  of  the  acts  of  acknowledgment  as  if  they  were 
grounds  of  removal.  Even  if  they  were  right  in  so  doing,  that  would 
not  exclude  the  evidence,  for  it  may  well  be  that  the  appellant  parish 
might  contend  that  the  giving  of  relief  was  not  a  binding  acknowledg- 
ment, but  that  the  relief  was  given  in  mistake;  and  the  evidence 
offered  may  have  been  intended  to  show  that  the  relief  could  not  have 
been  given  in  mistake,  but  was  an  act  so  done  as  to  be  an  acknow- 
ledgment binding  on  the  appellant  parish.    In  this  view  the  evidence 
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was  legally  admissible  in  support  of  and  confirming  the  grounds  of 
removal,  and  consequently  the  ruling  of  the  Becorder  was  correct. 

For  these  reasons  I  am  of  opinion  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 
♦6501       CooKBURN,  C.  J. — I  concur  in  this  judgment  so  far  *only  as 
-I  relates  to  the  absence  of  jurisdiction  in  this  Court  to  review 
the  decision  of  the  Becorder. 

As  to  the  admissibility  of  the  evidence  in  question  without  an 
amendment  of  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  removal,  I  entertain 
very  serious  doubt ;  but,  concurring  with  the  rest  of  the  Court  on  the 
other  point,  I  think  it  is  unnecessary  to  go  further  into  this. 

Bule  discharged. 


JANE  ELIZABETH  YOUNG  and  ELIZA  SOMEBS  SHELTON 

V.  TUBNEB.    July  9. 

Devise, — "  Leaving  igme  of  her  body" —  Vesting. — Divesting, 

A  testator  deviled  dwelling-honsei  to  troitees  for  the  life  of  hii  niece  M.  8.,  npon  trust  to 
permit  her  to  take  the  rente  and  profit!  of  the  lame  daring  her  life ;  and  from,  and  iDDcdiatelj 
after  the  decease  of  his  niece  unto  her  issue,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  them  at  their 
respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years  or  days  of  marriage,  and  to  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  snch 
Isflue  respectively :  and  if  any  of  snch  issue  should  be  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  yean  at 
the  decease  of  his  niece,  he  directed  an  equal  share  of  the  rents  and  profits  to  be  appropriated 
towards  the  education  and  maintenance  of  such  issue  as  should  not  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  at  the  decease  of  his  niece :  and  if  his  niece  should  die  leaving  only  one  child,  then 
vnto  such  only  child,  and  his  or  her  heirs,  as  soon  as  he  or  she  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty- 
•no.  But  in  case  his  niece  should  die  without  leaving  any  issue  of  her  body  at  the  Ume  of  her 
decease,  or  in  case  aU  such  issue  should  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years  and  unmarried, 
ihen  to  his  brother's  children.  M.  S.  married  and  had  one  daughter,  who  attained  the  age  of 
twenty -one  years,  but  died  in  the  lifetime  of  M.  S.  unmarried :  Held,  that,  if  an  estate  ia  fee 
in  remainder  vested  in  the  daughter  of  M.  S.  upon  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one  ycarii 
sneh  estate  was  divested  upon  her  death  in  the  lifetime  of  M.  S. 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  for  the  recovery  of  a  house 
in  Coal  Pit  Lane,  in  the  town  of  Nottingham ;  and  by  a  Judge's  order, 
the  following  case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court. 

John  Shelton,  being  seised  in  fee  of  eight  dwelling-houses  in  Coal 
Pit  Lane  (of  which  the  house  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action 

♦fi5n  ^^  ^°®)'  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^'  *dated  the  9th  September,  1797,  gave  and 
^  devised  the  eight  dwelling-houses  unto  his  sister  Elizabeth 
Shelton,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Joseph  Howard  and  William 
Tatham,  upon  certain  trusts  during  the  natural  life  of  the  testator's 
brother  George  Shelton  not  material  to  be  set  out ;  and  in  the  event 
of  the  said  George  Shelton's  departing  this  life,  leaving  the  testator's 
nephew  George  Shelton  and  niece  Mary  Shelton  (children  of  the  said 
George  Shelton),  or  either  of  them  surviving  (and  which  event  hap- 

Sened),  the  testator  gave  and  devised  the  dwelling-houses  to  the  said 
oseph  Howard  and  William  Tatham  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and 
his  heirs,  for  and  during  the  natural  life  of  his  said  niece  Mary  Shel- 
ton, upon  trust  to  permit  and  suffer  his  said  niece  to  take  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  same  during  her  natural  life. 

The  testator's  will  then  proceeded  as  follows:  "And  from  and 
immediately  after  the  decease  of  my  said  .niece  I  give  and  devise  the 
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said  messuages,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and  premises  in  Coal  Pit 
Lane  aforesaid  unto  the  issue  of  the  body  of  her  my  said  niece,  as 
well  male  as  female,  to  be  equally  divided  amongst  or  between  them 
at  their  respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years  or  days  of  marriage, 
which  shall  first  happen,  share  ana  share  alike,  and  to  the  heirs  and 
assigns  of  such  issue,  respectively :  and  if  any  of  such  issue  should  be 
under  the  age  of  twenty -one  years  at  the  decease  of  my  said  niece  as 
aforesaid,  then  it  is  my  will  and  I  do  direct  that  an  equal  share  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  the  said  hereditaments  and  premises  may  be  ap- 
piopriated  towards  the  education  and  maintenance  of  such  issue  as 
shall  not  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty -one  years  at  the  decease  of 
my  said  niece  as  aforesaid:  and  if  my  said  niece  shall  depart  this 
*life  leaving  only  one  child  of  her  body  lawfully  begotten,  r^gco 
then  I  give  and  devise  all  and  every  the  messuages,  tenements,  ^ 
and  dwelling-houses  situate  in  Coal  Pit  Lane  aforesaid,  unto  such  only 
one  child  and  his  or  her  heirs  as  soon  as  he  or  she  shall  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years  aforesaid.  But  in  case  my  said  niece  shall 
depart  this  l^e  without  leaving  any  issue  of  her  body  at  the  time  of 
her  decease  as  aforesaid,  or  in  case  all  such  issue  shall  depart  this  life 
under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  unmarried  as  aforesaid,  then 
I  give  and  devise  the  said  messuages,  tenements,  hereditaments,  and 
premises  situate  in  Coal  Pit  Lane  aforesaid  unto  all  and  every  other 
the  children  of  my  said  brother  George  Shelton,  save  and  except  my 
said  nephew  George  Shelton,  as  and  when  they  shall  severally  attain 
the  age  of  twenty -one  years  or  days  of  marriage  which  shall  first 
happen,  to  take  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants,  and  to 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever." 

The  testator  died  on  the  12th  September,  1812.  His  sister,  Eliza- 
beth Shelton,  died  in  the  latter  end  of  September,  1824,  and  was 
baried  on  the  3d  October,  1824.  The  testator^s  brother,  George  Shel- 
ton, died  in  the  month  of  March,  1825,  and  was  buried  on  the  24th 
of  that  month.  The  testator's  niece  intermarried  with  John  Halford 
on  or  about  the  19th  July,  1818.  They  had  one  daughter,  Elizabeth 
Mary,  who  died  on  or  about  the  10th  June,  1844,  during  the  lifetime 
of  her  mother,  unmarried,  and  having  attained  the  age  of  twenty-ono 
years,  after  having  made  her  will,  bearing  date  the  8th  June,  1844, 
by  which  she  devised  and  bequeathed  all  her  real  and  personal  estate 
unto  her  mother  Mary  Halford. 

Mary  Halford  died  on  the  26th  June,  1860,  and  by  *her  will,    t^kkq 
bearing  date  the  21st  December,  1855,  she  gave,  devised,  and   '- 
bequeathed  all  her  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  plaintiffs. 

The  testator's  brother,  George  Shelton,  had  other  children  besides 
the  said  testator's  nephew  George  Shelton,  and  some  of  those  children 
are  now  living,  and  some  are  dead,  leaving  issue. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is :  Whether  the  claim- 
ants are  entitled  in  the  events  which  have  happened  to  the  said  eight 
messuages  in  Coal  Pit  Lane. 

The  case  was  argued  in  this  Term,  May  Slst;  before  Cockbum, 
C.  J.,  Wiffhtman  and  Blackburn,  Js. ;  by 

Field,  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  law  favours  the  vesting  of  estates, 
and  therefore  the  testator's  niece  took  a  vested  estate  in  the  property 
as  soon  as  she  came  of  age.    In  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  758,  3d  ed.,  it  ig 
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said :  "  It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  rule,  that  where  a  testator  cre- 
ates a  particular  estate,  and  then  goes  on  to  dispose  of  the  ulterior 
interest,  expressly  in  an  event  which  will  determine  the  prior  estate, 
the  words  descriptive  of  such  event,  occurring  in  the  latter  devise, 
will  be  construed  as  referring  merely  to  the  period  of  the  determina- 
tion of  the  possession  or  enjoyment  under  the  prior  gift,  and  not  as 
designed  to  postpone  the  vesting."  This  rule  was  acted  upon  in  Mait- 
land  V.  Ghalie,  Madd.  &  Geld.  243,  where  a  testator  bequeathed  a  sam 
of  money  in  trust  for  his  daughter  S.  G.  for  life,  and,  after  hor  death, 
as  to  a  moiety  thereof,  for  her  children,  equally  to  be  divided  between 
*6541  ^^^^  ^^  their  respective  ages  of  ^twenty-one,  with  mainte- 

^  nance  during  minorities,  and,  if  any  of  such  children  should 
die  before  attaining  twenty-one,  his  share  to  go  to  the  survivors;  bat, 
in  case  S.  C.  should  die  without  leaving  any  child  or  children,  or, 
leaving  such,  and  they  should  die  before  twenty -one,  then  over.  S.  C. 
had  issue  two  daughters,  who  both  attained  twenty -one,  but  died  in 
their  mother's  lifetime.  And  Sir  John  Leach,  Y.  C,  held  that  the 
word  **  leaving"  must  be  read  as  "  having,"  and  that  the  legacies  were 
not  divested.  That  case  was  followed  in  Cassamajor  v.  Strode,  8  Jar. 
14.  In  the  clause  which  provides  for  an  only  child  of  the  niece,  the 
word  "leaving"  means  "having;"  and  it  must  have  the  same  mean- 
ing  in  the  immediately  following  clause,  which  provides  for  the  case 
of  the  niece  having  no  children.  The  words  "leaving  no  issue,** 
when  applied  to  real  estate,  mean  an  indefinite  failure  of  issue:  2 
Jarm.  on  Wills,  473,  8d  ed.  In  Hutchinson  v,  Stephens,  1  Keen  240, 
the  devise  was  to  trustees  in  trust  for  the  grandson  H.  T.  for  life,  and, 
after  his  decease,  in  trust  for  the  child  and  children  of  H.  T.,  at  his 
or  their  ages  of  twenty-one  years,  as  tenants  in  common ;  but  in  case 
H.  T.  should  die  without  leaving  any  issue  of  his  body  living  at  the 
time  of  his  decease,  then  over.  H.  T.  had  two  children,  both  of  whom 
died  in  his  lifetime,  one  of  them  leaving  children,  who  survived  H.  T. 
Lord  Langdale,  M.  B.,  held  that,  in  the  events  which  had  happened, 
the  children  took  estates  in  fee  simple,  as  tenants  in  common.  [He 
also  cited  Doe  d.  Cannon  v.  Ruecastle,  8  C.  B.  876  (B.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  65)^ 
In  re  Thompson's  Trust,  5  De  Gex  k  Sm.  667,  and  Thornhill  r.  Hall, 
2  CI.  &  Fin.  22.] 
♦5551       *Iiayfnond,  central. — ^The  only  question  is  upon  the  applica- 

^  tion  of  the  rule  of  construction  to  the  terms  of  this  will.  The 
construction  contended  for  by  the  plaintiffs  will  frustrate  the  intention 
of  the  testator  to  provide  for  his  brother's  children.  The  proper  con- 
struction is  that  the  estate  did  not  vest  until  the  death  of  the  testator's 
niece.  The  clause  begins  with  the  words  "from  and  immediately 
after  the  decease  of  my  said  niece ;"  which  fix  the  point  of  time  for 
vesting  to  be  the  death  of  the  niece ;  and  the  words  "  at  the  decease 
of  my  said  niece"  occur  throughout  it.  In  Denn  d.  Badclyffe  v.  Bag- 
shaw,  6  T.  B.  512,  the  words  "if  living  at  the  time  of  the  death"  of 
a  female  tenant  for  life,  annexed  to  a  subsequent  devise  to  the  tenant 
in  tail,  prevented  that  est-ate  from  ever  arising,  he  having  died  in  her 
lifetime  leaving  issue.  Further,  if  it  was  held  to  be  a  vested  estate 
the  will  shows  the  intention  of  the  testator  to  divest  it  in  the  events 
which  have  happened.  [Blackburn,  J. — In  In  re  Thompson's  Trust 
6  De  Gex  &  Sm.  667,  670,  Sir  James  Parker,  Y.  0.,  makes  an  obser- 
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vation  which,  he  says,  ''  may  always  be  made  in  cases  where  there  is 
this  kind  of  question,"  namely,  **  that  the  testator  never  contemplated 
the  event  which  has  happened,  of  a  child  attaining  twenty -one  years 
and  djring  in  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant  for  life.  He  assumed  that 
the  children,  if  any,  would  all  survive  the  tenant  for  life,  and  then 
provided  for  the  event  of  their  being  infants  at  her  death."  Wight- 
man,  J. — Each  object,  that  of  providing  for  the  children  of  his  niece, 
and  that  of  providing  for  his  brother's  children,  was  equipollent  in 
the  mind  of  the  testator.]  In  Bythesea  v,  Bythesea,  28  L.  J.  N.  S 
Chanc.  1004,  the  *testatrix  bequeathed  the  residue  of  her  per-  r*x-g 
aonal  estate  upon  trust  for  her  grandson  for  life,  and,  after  his  L  ^ 
decease,  "  in  case  he  should  leave  any  child  or  children,"  then  in  trust 
for  all  and  every  such  child  and  children  equally,  to  be  paid  at  the 
age  of  twenty -one  years,  and  the  share  of  each  such  child  to  be  a 
vested  interest  in  him  or  her :  and  from  and  after  the  decease  of  her 
grandson,  "  in  case  he  should  not  leave  any  such  child  or  children," 
then  over.  The  grandson  had  one  child  only,  who  attained  twenty- 
one,  and  died  in  his  father's  lifetime,  leaving  a  widow  surviving  him. 
In  a  suit  by  the  widow,  claiming  to  be  entitled  as  the  child's  repre- 
sentative, it  was  held  by  Lord  Cranworth,  C,  and  Sir  G.  T.  Turner, 
L.  J.,  affirming  the  decision  of  Sir  W.  P.  Wood,  V.  0.,  17  Jur.  645, 
that  the  gifts  over  took  effect. 

Field,  in  reply. — Denn  d.  Radclyffe  v,  Bagshaw,  6  T.  R.  612,  is 
placed,  in  1  Jarm.  on  Wills,  p.  778,  Sd  ed.,  under  the  class  of  cases 
which  he  designates  **  Estates  limited  in  clear  terms  of  contingency." 

Gur.  adv.  vuU. 

Blackburn,  J.  (July  9th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 

The  first  question  in  this  case  is  whether  Elizabeth  Mary  (the 
daughter  and  only  child  of  the  testator's  niece)  had,  upon  her  attain- 
ing twenty-one,  a  vested  estate  in  the  property  in  question,  though 
she  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  mother ;  or  whether  she  had  more  than 
a  contingent  remainder  depending  upon  her  surviving  her  mother. 

*The  testator  by  the  devise  in  his  will  appears  to  contem-  r^xKy 
plate,  in  the  first  instance,  the  case  of  the  issue  of  the  body  '■ 
of  his  niece  consisting  of  more  persons  than  one,  and  directs  that  in 
that  case  the  property  shall  be  equally  divided  amongst  them  at 
twenty-one  or  marriage,  and  if  any  are  under  the  age  of  twenty-one 
at  his  niece's  death  an  equal  share  of  the  rent  shall  be  appropriated 
to  their  education ;  and  if  his  niece  dies  les^ving  only  one  child,  then 
the  property  is  to  go  to  such  child  at  twenty -one ;  but  if  she  dies 
without  leaving  any  issue  of  her  body  (which  is  the  event  that  has 
happened),  then  he  devises  the  property  over  to  his  brother's  children. 

The  object  of  the  testator  appears  to  have  been  to  provide  for  his 
niece's  issue  living  at  the  time  of  her  death,  and  if  she  left  none  at  her 
death,  then  the  estate  was  to  go  to  his  brother's  children.  The  words 
"issue  of  her  body"  would  of  course  include  children,  grandchildren, 
and  great-grandchildren. 

If  the  intention  of  the  testator  was  not  that  which' is  suggested,  but 
that  any  issue  of  the  bodv  of  his  niece  who  attained  twenty-one  should 
take  a  vested  estate  in  the  property  absolute  and  indefeasible,  though 
such  issue  should  die  in  her  lifetime,  the  latter  clauses  of  the  devise 
would  be  scarcely  reconcilable  with  the  previous  clause;  and  it  would 
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be  necessary,  to  make  them  consistent,  to  substitute  the  word  "hay- 
ing" issue,  for  the  word  "leaving"  issue, — a  violence  to  language 
which  would  only  be  warranted  in  order  to  carry  into  effect  the  inten- 
tion of  the  testator,  and  we  do  not  think  that  the  intention  of  the 
testator  requires  any  such  alteration  of  his  language. 
*o581  ^^^  ^  second  question  arises,  upon  the  supposition  *that  an 
-•  estate  in  fee  in  remainder  did  vest  in  the  issue  of  the  body  of 
the  niece  upon  attaining  twenty-one,  whether  such  estate  was  not 
divested  upon  the  death  of  the  issue  in  the  lifetime  of  the  niece.  By 
the  terms  of  the  will  the  estate  is  to  go  over  upon  the  contingency  of 
the  niece  dying  without  leaving  issue  of  her  body.  That  contingency 
has  happened,  and  if  an  estate  did  vest  in  the  issue  of  the  body  of  the 
niece  attaining  twenty-one,  it  would  be  divested  upon  the  death  of 
such  issue  in  her  lifetime  under  the  terms  of  the  will. 

Many  cases  were  cited  upon  the  argument,  but  as  each  case  depends 
upon  the  exact  words  ana  expressions  used,  it  is  difficult  to  apply 
them  to  cases  in  which  the  words  and  expressions  used  are  not  the 
same.  They  are  all  cited  and  commented  upon  in  the  case  Bythesea 
V,  Bythesea,  28  L.  J.  N.  S.  Chanc.  1004,  which  case  seems  to  approach 
nearer  than  any  to  that  now  in  question,  and  fully  to  warrant  the 
construction  which  we  are  disposed  to  put  upon  the  devise  in  the 
present  case. 

Taking  the  whole  of  the  devise  and  its  terms  together,  we  think 
that  the  claimants  are  not  entitled,  in  the  events  which  have  hap- 
pened, to  the  property  in  question. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 
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Claim, — Comprom  utf. — Consideraiion, 

1.  The  compromise  of  &  elsim  mAj  be  a  good  oonaideration  for  a  promiae,  althongh  litiga- 
tion bas  not  been  aetnaUy  oommeneed. 

3.  Tbe  defendant  was  agent  for  B.,  the  non-resident  owner  of  bouses  in  a  district  subject  to 
a  local  Act  Works  had  been  done  by  the  Commissioners  for  executing  tbe  Act,  the  expenses 
of  which,  under  the  proTisions  of  the  Act,  they  charged  on  the  owners  of  the  adjoining  hoaies. 
Notice  had  been  given  to  the  defendant  as  if  he  had  been  owner  of  these  houses,  calling  oo 
him  to  pay  the  proportion  chargeable  in  respect  of  them.  He  attended  at  a  meeting  of  tbe  Com- 
missioners, and  objected  both  to  the  amount  and  nature  of  the  charge,  and  also  stated  that  be 
was  not  the  owner  of  the  houses,  and  that  B.  was.  He  was  told  that  if  he  did  not  pay,  legal 
proceedings  would  be  taken  against  him.  In  the  result,  the  amount  charged  upon  tbe  defend- 
ant was  rednoed,  and  time  was  given  to  him  to  pay  it  In  three  instalments,  for  which  be  gave 
three  promissory  notes.  In  an  action  upon  the  notes  by  the  Commissioners,  Held,  that  there 
was  a  sufficient  consideration  for  the  notes  in  the  compromise. 

Declaration*  by  the  plaintiff,  as  payees,  against  the  defendant,  as 
maker  of  two  promissory  notes,  dated  the  7th  February,  1856.  The 
first  count  was  upon  a  note  for  lOZ.  10^.,  payable  twelve  months  after 
date;  the  second  was  upon  a  note  for  IIZ.,  payable  twenty-four  months 
after  date.  There  was  also  a  count  upon  an  account  stated.  Claim 
50Z.(a) 

First  plea,  to  the  whole  declaration :  That,  after  the  passing  and 

(a)  The  suit  was  eommeneed  in  the  Whitechapel  County  Court  of  Middlesex,  and  nu 
removed  by  certiorari  into  this  Court. 
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comiBg  into  operation  of  The  Whiteohapel  Improvement  Act,  1858, 
and  after  the  passing  and  coming  into  operation  of  The  Metropolis 
Local  Management  Act,  1855,  the  defendant  made  the  several  promis- 
sory notes  in  the  said  first  and  second  counts  mentioned,  at  the  request 
of  the  plaintiffs,  and  that,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  promissory 
notes,  we  plaintifi&  asserted  and  represented  to  the  ^defendant,  r^nafi 
and  the  defendant  believed  such  assertion  and  representation  *- 
to  be  true,  that  there  was  then  due  and  owing,  and  payable  from  him, 
the  defendant,  as  the  owner  of  certain  lands  and  buildings  in  certain 
streets  called  Finch  Street,  John  Street,  and  Dowson's  Place,  situate 
within  the  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Whitechapel,  to  the  trustees  of  the 
parish  of  St.  Mary,  Whitechapel,  under  the  provisions  of  The  White- 
chapel Improvement  Act,  1853,  divers  large  sums  of  money  in  respect 
of  paving  the  streets  fronting,  adjoining,  and  abutting  on  such  lands 
and  buildings.  And  the  defendant  says  that,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  said  promissory  notes  no  sum  of  money  whatsoever  was  due  or 
owing  or  payable  from  the  defendant  as  such  owner  to  the  said  trus- 
tees, nor  was  the  defendant  such  owner  as  aforesaid,  and  that  there 
never  was  any  consideration  or  value  for  the  defendant  making  the 
said  promissory  notes  in  the  first  and  second  counts  mentioned,  or 
either  of  them,  or  for  his  paying  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof;  and 
the  plaintiffs  never  were,  nor  was  any  person,  ever  a  holder  of  the 
said  notes,  or  either  of  them,  for  value  or  consideration ;  and  that  the 
account  stated,  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  was  stated  of  and  con- 
cerning the  matters  and  things  in  this  plea  mentioned,  and  not  of  or 
concerning  any  other  matter  or  thing  whatsoever. 

Second  plea,  to  the  first  and  second  counts :  That  the  defendant  was 
induced  to  make,  and  did  make,  the  promissory  notes  in  those  counts 
mentioned,  and  each  of  them,  by  the  fraud,  covin,  and  misrepresenta- 
tion of  the  plaintiffs  and  othprs  in  collusion  with  them. 

On  the  trial,  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  Sittings  in  London,  during 
Easter  Term,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  were  four  of  the 
Commissioners  or  trustees  *acting  under  and  incorporated  by  r#r/ii 
sect.  27  of  The  Whitechapel  Improvement  Act,  1853,  16  &  17  ^  ^^ 
Vict.  c.  cxli. ;  and  the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  amount  of  the 
two  notes  mentioned  in  the  declaration.  The  evidence  as  to  what 
took  place  at  the  time  of  the  giving  of  the  notes  was  as  follows. 
Mitchell,  the  clerk  to  the  trustees,  said  that,  certain  parts  of  the  dis- 
trict not  being  in  repair  in  1854,  notices  to  do  repairs  were  sent  or  left 
addressed  to  the  owners ;  and  in  October,  1855,  he  wrote  a  letter  to 
the  defendant  demanding  702.  for  expenses  incurred  by  the  trustees  in 
doing  paving  works  in  front  of  houses,  of  which  the  defendant  was  the 
owner  or  occupier,  situate  in  and  abutting  on  public  highways  within 
the  district  of  The  Whitechapel  Improvement  Act.(a)    The  defendant 

(a)  S«et.  38  of  itat.  16  A  17  Viot.  e.  ezli.,  "That  in  ease  any  present  or  ftitare  street,  not 
^ng  A  highway  repaired  by  any  Board  of  Commissioners  or  trastees,  or  any  part  thereof,  be 
Bot  from  time  to  time  levelled,  paved,  flagged,  and  channelled  to  the  satisfaetion  of  the  said 
Unities,  and  in  snoh  manner  and  with  such  materials  os  they  may  dlreot,  they  may,  by  notice 
b  writing  to  the  respective  owners  or  oconpiers  of  the  lands  or  bnildings  fronting,  adjoining, 
or  sbatting  npon  sach  parts  thereof  as  may  require  to  be  levelled,  paved,  flagged,  or  chan- 
B«ll«d,  require  them  to  level,  pave,  flag,  or  channel  the  same  within  a  time  to  be  specified  in 
nob  nttiee ;  and  if  sueh  notice  be  not  complied  with,  the  said  trastees  may,  if  they  shall  think 
1^  execute  the  works  mentioned  or  referred  to  therein,  and  the  expenses  inouned  by  them  in 
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complained  that  the  work^  done  by  the  trustees  had  seriously  injured 
*"B91  ^^^  property,  and  that  "^the  tenants  were  dissatisfied,  and  re* 
^  ^  quested  him  to  get  an  abatement  made.  He  informed  the 
defendant  that  the  trustees  assented,  and  the  balance  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendant  was  agreed  to  at  SOL :  the  defendant  then  requested  time, 
and  time  was  given,  upon  condition  that  he  paid  interest ;  and  three 
promissory  notes  were  given  by  the  defendant,  the  first  of  which  was 
paid  by  him  under  protest.  The  defendant  was  called,  and  stated  that 
Mrs.  Bennett  was  owner  of  the  three  houses  in  question,  and  that  he 
was  tenant  of  one  of  them,  at  a  rack  rent  under  her,  and  collected  the 
rents  of  the  others  for  her ;  that  he  paid  the  paving-rate  of  the  house 
which  he  occupied,  and  the  paving-rates  of  the  other  houses  he  paid 
for  Mrs.  Bennett  and  in  her  name ;  that,  upon  receiving  the  notice  of 
October,  1855,  he  went  before  the  Board  of  Trustees  and  told  them 
that  ho  was  not  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  showed  them  Mrs. 
Bennett's  receipts  for  the  rent.  They  replied  that,  as  he  paid  the 
rates,  they  considered  he  was  the  owner  within  the  meaning  of  The 
Whitechapel  Improvement  Act,  1853,  and,  if  he  did  not  give  notes^ 
they  would  serve  him  as  they  had  served  Qoble,  which  was  by  levy- 
ing an  execution  on  him ;  that  there  was  another  case  in  which  the 
question  of  the  liability  of  the  inhabitants  was  to  be  tried,  and,  if 
decided  against  the  trustees,  he  should  not  be  called  on  to  pay.  When 
the  first  note  became  due  he  complained  to  Mitchell  that  the  trustees 
had  not  carried  out  their  promise  to  try  one  of  the  cases.  Mitchell 
said  that,  as  the  defendant  had  signed  the  notes,  he  must  pay  them, 
and  that  the  promised  trial  should  take  place :  thereupon  the  defend- 
ant paid  the  first  nota  The  defendant  was  afterwards  told  by  Mrs. 
Bennett  that  he  was  not  the  owner  within  the  '^meaning  of  the 
Act,  and  he  thereupon  went  to  a  Board  meeting  of  the  trustees 
and  told  them  that  he  would  not  pay  the  other  notes.  It  was  con- 
tended for  the  defendant  that  the  notes  w^e  given  without  considera- 
tion, the  defendant  not  being  an  "owner"  within  sect.  7  of  The  Wbite- 
ohapel  Improvement  Act.  The  jury,  in  answer  to  questions  put  to 
them  by  the  learned  Judge,  found  that  the  defendant  told  Mitchell  or 
the  Board,  before  he  gave  the  notes,  that  he  was  not  the  owner ;  that 
the  defendant  mentioned,  before  he  gave  the  notes,  that  Mrs.  Bennett 
was  the  owner ;  and  that  Mitchell,  or  some  member  of  the  Board,  told 
the  defendant,  in  the  Board-room,  that,  unless  be  gave  the  notes,  be 
would  be  served  as  Goble  had  been.  The  verdict  was  thereupn 
entered  for  the  defendant,  leave  being  reserved  to  move  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiflTs.    In  the  same  Term  (May  4), 

ifontagu  Chambers  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause  accordingly,  on 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  did  not  prove  want  of  consideration  for 
giving  the  notes,  and  that,  upon  the  evidence,  the  plaintifi&  wei^ 
entitled  to  a  verdict. 

80  doing  fhftll  be  paid  hf  the  owikeri  in  default,  a^eordhig  to  th«  fVoiitage  of  their  rospeettf* 
lands  or  buUditige,  aod  in  sneh  proportions  as  sbalt  be  sett^ed  by  the  tmitees,  having  regtH 
to  aH  the  eirbikmitanoes  of  the  eaM ;  and  aneh  etpeniNi  nay  be  reeoT«red  from  the  last-»M- 
tioned  owners  as  liquidated  damages,  or  by  action  on  the  case,  in  any  eoniity  Conrt  or  fvperiof 
Court  of  law,  iii  the  same  manner  as  rates  hereinafMr  mentioned,  and  also  in  like  maniitr  stf 
in  and  by  The  Towns  ImproTtfment  Clauses  Aet  [1847],  herewlih  ineorporated,  is  provlMy 
withr^spMt  to' the  reeOTory  of  expanses  ia  the  ehnitfM  of  llM'l««l-iii%BUotted  Ael  wMh  iss^ 
tb  tiM^akasttHhta  of  wotki  by  owMrs/* 
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This  rule  was  argued  in  tbia  Term,  May  28d ;  before  Cockburn,  C. 
J.,  Wightman,  Crompton,  and  Blackburn,  Js. 

Stee,  Serjt.,  and  Barnard,  sbowed  cause. — There  was  no  considera- 
tion for  the  notes.  The  defendant  signed  them  upon  the  representa- 
tion by  the  trustees  that  they  considered  him  the  owner  of  the  houses 
because  he  collected  the  rents,  and  was  liable  to  pay  the  rates.  But 
the  defendant  was  not  the  owner  within  sect.  7  of  stat.  16  &  17  Vict. 
c.  cxlL,  by  which  '*  the  word  'owner,'  used  with  reference  to  any  lands 
or  buildings  in  respect  of  which  any  work  is  required  to  be  done,  or 
*any  rate  to  be  paid  under  this  Act,  shall  mean  the  person  for  r^t-oA 
the  time  being  entitled  to  receive,  or  who,  if  such  lands  or  ^ 
buildings  were  let  to  a  tenant  at  rack-rent,  would  be  entitled  to 
receire,  the  rack-rent  from  the  occupier  thereof 

The  existence  of  disputes  and  controversies  between  a  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  as  to  whether  the  defendant  is  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  is 
not  a  sufficient  consideration  for  a  promise :  there  must  be  a  debt  in 
existence:  Edwards  v,  Baugh,  11  M.  &  W.  641.t  These  notes  were 
not  given  for  the  debt  of  another  party :  the  trustees  did  not  profbss 
to  take  them  in  payment  of  the  rates  due  from  Mrs.  Bennett.  [Cromp- 
TON,  J. — Suppose  money  had  been  paid  by  the  defendant,  could  he 
have  recovered  it  back  ?  The  maxim  quod  fieri  non  debet  factum 
valet  seems  to  apply.  Wiohtman,  J.,  referred  to  Southall  v,  Rigg 
and  Forman  v.  Wright,  11  C.  B.  481  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  73).]  In  Addi- 
ion  on  Contracts,  p.  15,  4th  ed.,  it  is  said:  ''So  if  the  consideration 
prove  to  be  a  nullity,  the  promise  founded,  upon  it  is  void,  as  if  the 
consideration  be  the  forbearance  of  a  suit  when  there  is  no  cause  of 
tction  ....  or  a  promise  to  pay  a  debt  which  never  had  an  existence 
in  point  of  law." 

Kanneny  in  support  of  the  rule. — 1.  The  plea  was  not  proved.  The 
defendant  did  not  believe  the  representation  of  the  trustees  that  he 
was  liable  as  owner  of  the  houses  under  the  provisions  of  The  White- 
chapel  Improvement  Act,  1653. 

2.  The  plea  is  not  good.  In  Edwards  v.  Baugh,  the  defendant 
might  have  been  imposed  upon  a»  to  there  being  a  debt  due  from  him 
to  the  plaintiff,  but  in  this  case  there  is  no  statement  that  the  r«c/>'- 
^defendant  yielded  to  the  assertion  that  he  was  owner  of  the  '- 
booses — it  amounts  to  no  more  than  that  he  thought  it  doubtful 
whether  he  was  liable.  [Cbompton,  J. — Did  the  trustees  put  them-* 
selves  in  a  worse  position  by  taking  the  notes  7  Might  they  not  the 
next  day  have  said,  "We  have  mistaken  our  position,"  and  have 
returned  the  notes  ?]  No,  In  Baker  v.  Walker,  14  M.  &  W.  465,t 
Parke,  B.,  said,  p.  467,  "  If  I  give  a  promissory  note  for  the  debt  of 
« third  person,  I  am  bound  to  pay  it  when  due."  [Crompton,  J. — 
The  defendant  gave  the  note  in  discharge  of  his  own  liability :  he  took 
the  debt  upon  himself,  whosoever  it  was,  if  the  trustees  woulu  give 
him  time.']  The  defendant  signed  the  notes  because  the  trustees 
threatened  to  sue  him,  not  because  he  believed  himself  to  be  liable; 
«nd  he  obtained  time  for  payment  of  the  debt  of  a  third  person, 
which  is  a  sufficient  consideration  for  giving  the  notes :  Sowerby  v. 
Batcher,  2  Cr.  &  M.  368.t  Suppose  the  trustees  had  sued  Mrs. 
Bennett  for  the  rates,  she  might  have  pleaded  that  the  trustees  had 
taken  netes  for  the  amount  ft*om  her  agent.    The  notes  were  ghrexv 
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for  the  debt  claimed  to  be  due  in  respect  of  a  particular  property. 
[CocKBURN,  C.  J. — The  difBiculty  which  I  feel  is  that  I  do  not  see  in 
what  character  the  defendant  acted  when  he  gave  the  notes.  Wight 
MAN,  J. — ^By  sect.  11  of  stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  cxli..  the  provisions  of 
"The  Towns  Improvement  Clauses  Act,  1847,"  10  &  11  Vict.  c.  34, 
are  incorporated  with  the  first-mentioned  Act,  ''with  respect  to  the 
paving  and  maintaining  the  streets,  except  sections  54  and  65 ;  and 
provided  that  sect.  58  shall  extend  to  such  streets  only  as  shall  be 
public  highways  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and  that  the 
*5661  ^expenses  incurred  under  the  last-mentioned  section  shall  be 
■I  repaid  by  the  owners  of  the  lands  therein  mentioned,  and  shall 
be  recoverable  irom  the  owners  or  occupiers  in  the  same  manner  as 
is  provided  with  respect  to  the  recovery  of  expenses  under  the  pro- 
visions for  insuring  the  execution  of  works  required  .to  be  done  by 
the  owners  and  occupiers  of  lands."]  Cur,  adv.  vulL 

Blackburn,  J.  (July  9th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  Cockburn,  C. 
J.,  WiGHTMAN,  J.,  and  himself;  Crompton,  J.,  having  left  the  Court 
before  the  argument  was  concluded. 

In  this  case  it  appeared  on  the  trial  that  the  defendant  was  agent 
for  a  Mrs.  Bennett,  who  was  non-resident  owner  of  houses  in  a  dis« 
trict  subject  to  a  local  Act.  Works  had  been  done  in  the  adjoining 
street  by  the  Commissioners  for  executing  the  Act,  the  expenses  of 
which,  under  the  provisions  of  their  Act,  they  charged  on  the  owners 
of  the  adjoining  houses.  Notice  had  been  given  to  the  defendant,  as 
if  he  had  himself  been  owner  of  the  houses,  calling  on  him  to  pay 
the  proportion  chargeable  in  respect  of  them.  He  attended  at  a 
Board  meeting  of  the  Commissioners,  and  objected  both  to  the  amount 
and  nature  of  the  charge,  and  also  stated  that  he  was  not  the  owner 
of  the  houses,  and  that  Mrs.  Bennett  was.  He  was  told  that,  if  he 
did  not  pay,  he  would  be  treated  as  one  Goble  had  been.  It  appeared 
that  Goble  had  refused  to  pay  a  sum  charged  against  him  as  owner 
of  some  houses,  and  the  Commissioners  had  taken  legal  proceedings 
against  him,  and  he  had  then  submitted  and  paid,  with  costs.  In  the 
*^ft71  ^®^^^^  ^*  *was  agreed  between  the  Commissioners  and  the  de- 
^  fendant  that  the  amount  charged  upon  him  should  be  reduced, 
and  that  time  should  be  given  to  pay  it  in  three  instalments;  he  gave 
three  promissory  notes  for  the  three  instalments;  the  first  was  dnly 
honoured ;  the  others  were  not,  and  were  the  subject  of  the  present 
action.  At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  was  not  in  fact 
owner  of  the  houses.  As  agent  for  the  owner  he  was  not  personally 
liable  under  the  Act.  In  point  of  law,  therefore,  the  Commissioners 
were  not  entitled  to  claim  the  money  from  him ;  but  no  case  of  deceit 
was  alleged  against  them.  It  must  be  taken  that  the  Commissioners 
honestly  believed  that  the  defendant  was  personally  liable,  and  really 
intended  to  take  legal  proceedings  against  him,  as  thev  had  done 
against  Goble.  The  defendant,  according  to  his  own  evidence,  never 
believed  that  he  was  liable  in  law,  but  signed  the  notes  in  order  to 
avoid  being  sued  as  Goble  was.  Under  these  circumstances  the  sub- 
stantial question  reserved  (irrespective  of  the  form  of  the  plea)  was 
whether  there  was  any  consideration  for  the  notes.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  there  was. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  a  bill  or  note  given  in  consideration  of  what 
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is  sapposed  to  be  a  debt  is  without  eonsideration  if  it  appears  that 
there  was  a  mistake  in  fact  as  to  the  existence  of  the  debt :  Bell  v. 
Gardiner,  4  M.  &  Gr.  11  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  48) ;  and,  according  to  the 
cas^  of  Southall  v.  Rigg  and  Forman  v.  Wright,  11  C.  B.  481  (E.  C. 
L.  B.  vol.  73),  the  law  is  the  same  if  the  bill  or  note  is  given  in  con- 
sequence of  a  mistake  of  law  as  to  the  existence  of  the  debt.  But 
here  there  was  no  mistake  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  either  of  law 
or  fact  What  he  did  was  not  merely  the  making  an  erroneous 
♦account  stated,  or  promising  to  pay  a  debt  for  which  he  mis-  r*Kgo 
takingly  believed  himself  liable,  tt  appeared  on  the  evidence  ^ 
that  he  believed  himself  not  to  be  liable ;  but  he  knew  that  the  plain- 
tifl&  thought  him  liable,  and  would  sue  him  if  he  did  not  pay,  and  in 
order  to  avoid  the  expense  and  trouble  of  legal  proceedings  against 
himself  he  agreed  to  a  compromise ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  a 
person  who  has  given  a  note  as  a  compromise  of  a  claim  honestly 
made  on  him,  and  which  but  for  that  compromise  would  have  been 
at  once  brought  to  a  legal  decision,  can  resist  the  payment  of  the  note 
on  the  ground  that  the  original  claim  thus  compromised  might  have 
been  successfully  resisted. 

If  the  suit  had  been  actually  commenced,  the  point  would  have 
been  concluded  by  authority,  in  Longridge  v.  Dorville,  5  B.  &  Aid. 
117  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  7),  it  was  held  that  the  compromise  of  a  suit 
instituted  to  try  a  doubtful  question  of  law  was  a  sufBicient  considera- 
tion for  a  promise.  In  Atlee  v.  Backhouse,  8  M.  &  W.  633,t  where 
the  plaintiflTs  ^oods  had  been  seized  by  the  excise,  and  he  had  after- 
waros  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  Commissioners  of  Excise 
that  all  proceedings  should  be  terminated,  the  goods  delivered  up  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  sum  of  money  paid  by  him  to  the  Commissioners, 
Parke,  B.,  rests  his  judgment,  p.  (560,  on  the  ground  that  this  agree- 
ment of  compromise  honestly  made  was  for  consideration,  and  bind- 
ing. In  Cooper  v.  Parker,  15  Com.  B.  822  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  80),  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  the  withdrawal  of  an  untrue 
defence  of  infancy  in  a  suit,  with  payment  of  costs,  was  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  a  promise  to  accept  a  smaller  sum  in  satisfaction  of 
a  larger. 

*In  these  cases^  however,  litigation  had  been  actually  com-  r»5go 
menced ;  and  it  was  argued  before  us  that  this  made  a  differ-  *■ 
ence  in  point  of  law,  and  that  though,  where  a  plaintiff  has  actually 
issued  a  writ  against  a  defendant,  a  compromise  honestly  made  is 
binding,  yet  the  same  compromise,  if  maae  before  the  writ  actually 
L<<sues,  though  the  litigation  is  impending,  is  void.  Edwards  v. 
Baugh,  11  M.  &  W.  641,f  was  relied  upon  as  an  authority  for  this 
proposition.  But  in  that  case  Lord  Abinger  expressly  bases  his  judg- 
ment (pp.  645,  646)  on  the  assumption  that  the  declaration  did  not, 
either  expressly  or  impliedly,  show  that  a  reasonable  doubt  existed 
between  the  parties.  It  may  be  doubtful  whether  the  declaration  in 
that  case  ougnt  not  to  have  been  construed  as  disclosing  a  compromise 
of  a  real  bona  fide  claim,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been  so  con- 
strued by  the  Court.  We  agree  that  unless  there  was  a  reasonable 
claim  on  the  one  side,  which  it  was  bonfi  fide  intended  to  pursue,  there 
would  be  no  ground  for  a  compromise;  but  we  cannot  agree  thai 
(except  as  a  test  of  the  reality  of  the  claim  in  fact)  the  issuing  of  a 
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writ  is  essential  to  the  validity  of  the  compromise.  The  position  of 
the  parties  must  necessarily  be  alte^pd  in  every  case  of  compromise, 
so  tnat,  if  the  question  is  afterwards  opened  up,  they  cannot  be 
replaced  as  they  were  before  the  compromise.  The  plaintiff  may  be 
in  a  less  favourable  position  for  renewing  hi^  litigation,  he  must  be  at 
an  additional  trouble  and  expense  in  again  getting  up  his  case,  and 
he  may  no  longer  be  able  to  produce  the  evidence  which  would  hate 
proved  it  originally.  Besides,  though  he  may  not  in  point  of  law  be 
bound  to  refrain  from  enforcing  his  rights  against  third  persons  during 
*5701  ^^  continuance  of  *the  compromise,  to  which  they  are  not 
^  parties,  yet  practically  the  effect  of  the  compromise  must  be 
to  prevent  his  doing  so.  For  instance,  in  the  present  case,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  practical  effect  of  the  compromise  must  have  been 
to  induce-  the  Commissioners  to  refrain  from  taking  proceedings 
against  Mrs.  Bennett,  the  real  owner  of  the  houses,  while  the  notes 
given  by  the  defendant,  her  agent,  were  running;  though  the  com- 
promise might  have  afforded  no  ground  of  defence  had  such  proceed- 
ings been  resorted  to.  It  is  this  detriment  to  the  party  consenting  to 
a  compromise  arising  from  the  necessary  alteration  in  his  positioa 
which,  in  our  opinion,  forms  the  real  consideration  for  the  promise, 
and  not  the  technical  and  almost  illusory  consideration  arising  from 
the  extra  costs  of  litigation.  The  real  consideration  therefore  depends, 
not  on  the  actual  commencement  of  a  suit,  but  on  the  reality  of  the 
claim  made  and  the  bona  fides  of  the  compromise. 

In  the  present  case  we  think  that  there  was  sufficient  consideration 
for  the  notes  in  the  compromise  made  as  it  was. 

The  rule  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 

On  the  subject  of  compromises  of  in  Eq.  717,  where  the  subject  is  dii- 
doubtlbl  rights,  see  the  American  note  cussed  by  Judge  Hare  with  great 
to  Stapilton  v.  Stapilton^  2  Lead.  Gas.    aoatencBS  and  learning. 


1  BEST  a^  SMSCH.    Q.  B.  571; 


♦PEAESON  V.  SPENCER.    July  9.  [*571 

Way-ofnece»9Uyi — Demae. 

1.  Ob  a  terwaoea  of  two  ienementa,  no  rigbt  to  nse  wsys,  wtaioli  during  tbv  unity  of  pofl- 
NMioii  h«T8  been  uaod  and  enjoytd  in  faot,  potvea  to  the  owner  of  the  ASmwwvt^  tenement, 
■nkM  tbere  be  somethini^  in  the  co&Tejuiee  to  show  en  intention  to  oreate  the  right  to  use 
thflM  wajri  de  noro. 

X  The  same  mle  ii^  thij  respect  appliea  to  a  will  as  to  a  deed. 

1  Where  property  deTiaed  or  granted  i«  landlocked,  aAd  there  ia  no  other  way  of  gettingat 
U  without  being  a  treapaeaer,  ao  that  it  eannot  be  enjoyed  withont  a  way  of  some  aert  otmt 
the  land  of  the  teetator  or  grantor,  a  way  of  neoeaeity  ia  oreatad  de  noro. 

4.  The  groand  oa  whieh  the  way  of  neoeaaity  ia  created  ia,  that  a  ooarenient  way  if  iapiied 
\j  grant  aa  a  neoeaaary  incident. 

5.  The  way  of  neoeaaity  once  created,  moat  remain  the  aame  way  as  long  aa  it  oontinnea 
•taU. 

6i  Where  a  portion  of  land  ia  deriaed  in  anoh  a  manner  aa  to  be  landlooked,  the  extraneote 
iSwiB  shewing  that  by  that  deriae  the  teatator  intended  to  create  a  ooaTenient  way  of  some 
Mrt  orer  a^oining  property  of  hia  own,  the  line  of  the  way  mast  be  diacoTored  from  the  Un- 
{uge  of  the  wUl,  understood  with  reference  to  the  state  of  the  property. 

7.  Qimre,  in  what  manner  the  way  ia  to  be  aet  oot>  if  tite  premiaea  before  aeteranee-were  eo 
ocespied  aa  to  aibrd  no  indication  of  what  was  the  usual  way  in  the  testator^s  time,  and  the 
Mse  is  silent  on  the  sul^eet  ? 

Tbsspass  for  breaking  and  entering  three  closes  of  the  plaintifl; 
denominated  respectively,  "The  Great  Ing,"  "The  fold  of  plaintiflTs 
farm,  called  'Upper  Isle/ "  and  "  The  Back  of  Honse  Field.^ 

The  defendant,  besides  the  general  issue,  and  several  other  pleas,  to 
which  it  is  nnneoessarj  to  refer,  pleaded  the  following : — 

"And  for  an  eighth  plea^  as  to  all  the  trespasses,  the  defendant 
Fays,  that  before  the  time  of  the  committing  the  same  trespasses,  and 
before  the  plaintiif  was  possessed  of  or  haa  any  interest  in  the  said 
closes,  or  either  of  them,  one  James  Pearson,  daring  his  lifetime,  and 
at  the  time  of  his  decease,  was  possessed  of  and  entitled  to  the  residue 
of  a  then  current  term  of  999  years,  created  by  *an  indenture  r+ri^o 
of  lease,  dated  the  15th  January,  vA..  d.  1663,  as  well  of  and  in  L  ^'^ 
the  said  closes  in  the  declaration  mentioned  as  of  and  in  a  certain 
other  farm,  buildings,  land,  and  premises  adjoining  to  the  said  closes 
of  the  plaintiff,  ana  hereinafter  called  the  adjoining  tenements ;  and 
the  said  James  Pearson  being  so  possessed  and  entitled  as  aforesaid, 
before  the  1st  January,  18S8,  me^e  his  last  will  and  testament  in 
writing,  whereby,  amongst  other  things,  he  bequeathed  to  his  son 
Abraham,  as  soon  as  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twentv-one  years, 
and  to  his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  the  said  adjoining 
tenements  for  and  during  all  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  999  years, 
subject  to  a  moietv  of  the  rent  payable  thereout  under  the  said  inden- 
ture of  lease;  and  the  said  testator  also  by  his  said  will  bequeathed 
unto  his  SOB  John,  as  soon  as  he  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-eight 
jears,  and  to  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the  saia  closes 
in  the  declaration  mentioned  for  and  during  all  the  residue*  of  the  said 
term  of  999  years,  subject  to  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  rent:  and 
the  said  testator  by  his  said  will  appointed  James  Mortimer  and  Joshua 
Bobertshaw  joint  executors  of  his  said  will ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  or  about  •  the  28th  March,  18!26,  the  said  testator,  being  then  still 
K^  possessed  and  entitled  as  aforesaid,  died,  without  having  revoked 
<v  oiherwifld  altered  his  said  will ;  after  whose  death  the  said  wiU  was 
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duly  proved  by  the  said  J.  Mortimer  and  J.  Bobertshaw  in  the  Prero- 
gative Court  of  the  Archbishop  of  York,  being  a  Court  then  having 
power  and  jurisdiction  to  grant  probate  of  the  same,  in  which  said 
province  all  the  said  lands  and  tenements  were  situate ;  which  said 
executors  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  and  before 
t^rtro-t  the  last-mentioned  closes  were  the  ^plaintiff's,  and  before  the 

-'  plaintiff  had  any  interest  therein,  auly  assented  to  the  said 
bequests ;  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  testator  the  said  Abraham 
Pearson  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years.  And  the  defendant 
says,  that  the  said  testator  in  his  lifetime,  before  and  at  the  time  of 
the  making  the  said  will,  and  thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  his  death, 
was  entitl^  to  and  had  and  used  a  right  of  way  from  and  out  of  a 
certain  highway  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  close  called  The 
Great  Ing,  and  back  again  from  and  out  of  the  close  called  The  Great 
Ing,  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  highway,  for  himself  and  his 
tenants,  occupiers  of  the  said  several  tenements  so  bequeathed  to  the 
said  Abraham  and  John  Pearson  as  aforesaid,  and  for  his  and  their 
servants,  on  foot  and  with  cattle,  carts,  and  carriages,  every  year  and 
at  all  times  of  the  year,  for  all  the  residue  and  remainder  then  to  como 
of  the  said  term  of  999  years,  for  the  convenient  occupation  and  enjoy- 
ment of  the  closes  in  the  declaration  mentioned  and  the  said  adjoining 
tenements.  And  the  defendant  further  says  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  will  herein  mentioned,  and  thence  until  and  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  said  testator,  there  was  no  way  for  cattle  or  car- 
riages from  any  highway  towards  and  to  the  several  adjoining  tene- 
ments without  passing  over  the  said  closes  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, or  some  or  one  of  them,  and  that  the  said  testator  in  his 
lifetime,  before  and  at  the  time  when  he  made  his  said  will,  and 
thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  in  the  habit  of  crossing, 
as  the  way  to  and  from  the  said  adjoining  tenements,  the  said  way 
from  and  out  of  the  said  highway  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said 
*5741   ^^^^  called  The  Great  Ing,  and  from  the  '''place  where  the  said 

"'  way  so  entered  the  said  close  called  The  Great  Ing,  a  way, 
through,  over,  and  along  the  said  close  called  The  Great  Ing,  towards, 
unto,  into,  through,  and  over  the  said  closes  called  The  Fold  and 
Back  of  House  Field,  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  adjoining  tene- 
ments, and  thence  by  the  same  route  back  again  to  the  place  where 
the  said  first-mentioned  way  joined  the  said  close  called  The  Great 
Ing,  and  from  thence  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  highway.  And 
the  defendant  says  that  by  the  said  will  the  said  testator  did  not 
expressly  bequeath  to  the  said  Abraham  Pearson  any  way  to  the  said 
adjoining  tenements,  but  simply  bequeathed  him  the  said  adjoining 
tenements  as  aforesaid,  without  in  anv  manner  indicating  by  his  said 
will  how  or  by  what  means  the  said  Abraham  Pearson,  his  executors, 
administrators,  or  assigns,  and  his  and  their  tenants  and  servants,  or 
any  of  them,  were  to  go  to  or  from  the  said  adjoining  tenements. 
And  the  defendant  further  says  that,  at  the  time  when  the  testator 
made  the  said  will,  and  thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and 
always  afterwards,  the  said  way  which  the  said  testator  so  used  as  afore- 
Haid,  by  the  route  aforesaid,  from  the  said  highway  into  the  said 
adjoining  tenements  and  back  again,  was  necessarv  for  the  obtaining 
access  to,  and  for  the  enjoyment  of,  the  said  adjoining  tenements. 
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under  and  according  to  the  said  bequest  thereof  to  the  said  Abraham 
Pearson,  and  was  the  most  convenient  and  the  most  reasonably  fit  way 
in  that  behalf;  and,  after  the  death  of  the  said  testator,  and  after  the 
said  John  Pearson  attained  his  age  of  twenty-eight  years,  and  the  said 
executors  had  assented  to  the  said  bequest  to  him  and  the  said  Abra- 
ham Pearson,  and  he  had  become,  and  when  he  was  possessed  of  the 
closes  in  the  declaration  mentioned  for  the  residue  of  the  said  r^^rj^ 
Herm  under  the  said  bequest,  and  before  the  said  Abraham  ^ 
Pearson  attained  his  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  while  the  said 
adjoining  tenements  were  vested  in  the  said  executors,  as  such  execu- 
tors, for  all  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  999  years,  and  before  the 
said  time  when,  &c.,  the  said  John  Pearson  and  the  said  executors,  by 
agreement,  assented  to  and  adopted  the  said  way  so  used  by  the  said 
testator  as  aforesaid,  as  the  way  which  thereafter  should  be  the  way 
to  and  from  the  said  adjoining  tenements ;  by  means  whei^eof  the  said 
Abraham,  when  he  came  to  his  said  age  of  twenty-one  years,  became 
and  was  possessed  of  the  said  adjoining  tenements,  with  a  right  to  the 
same  way  thereto  and  therefrom,  from  and  to  the  said  highway,  as 
was  used  by  the  said  testator  as  aforesaid,  for  all  the  residue  of  the 
said  term  of  999  years  which  is  yet  in  full  force  and  unexpired :  and 
the  said  Abraham  Pearson  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when, 
&c.,  by  deed,  assigned  to  Joseph  Harrison  the  said  adjoining  tene- 
ments, with  the  said  right  of  way,  for  all  the  residue  of  the  said  term 
of  999  years ;  who  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time,  when,  &c., 
demised  the  said  adjoining  tenements,  with  the  said  right  of  way,  to 
one  James  Brearley  for  a  term  which  is  not  yet  expired.  And  the 
defendant  says  that  the  trespasses  herein  pleaded  to  were  users  of  the 
said  right  of  way,  and  were  committed  by  the  defendant  as  and  being 
the  servant  of  the  said  James  Brearley,  and  by  his  command,  during 
the  continuance  of  the  said  demise  to  the  said  James  Brearley." 

"  And  for  a  ninth  plea,  as  to  all  the  trespasses,  the  defendant  says 
that,  before  the  time  of  the  committing  the  same  trespasses,  and  be- 
fore the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  or  had  any  interest  in  the  said 
closes,  or  either  of  them,  one  James  Pearson,  during  his  lifetime,  and 
at  the  *time  of  his  decease,  was  possessed  of  and  entitled  to  the  r^g^g 
residue  of  a  then  current  term  of  999  years,  created  by  an  ^ 
indenture  of  lease,  dated  the  15th  January,  A.  n.  1663,  as  well  of  and 
in  the  said  closes  in  the  declaration  mentioned  as  of  and  in  a  certain 
other  farm,  building,  land,  and  premises  adjoining  to  the  said  closes 
of  the  plaintiff*  and  hereinafter  called  the  adjoining  tenements :  and 
the  defendant  says  that  the  said  testator  James  Pearson,  in  his  lifetime, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  will,  and  thence  until  and 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  entitled  to  and  had  and  used  a  right  of 
way  from  and  out  of  a  certain  highway  towards,  unto,  and  into  the 
said  close  called  The  Great  Ing,  and  back  again,  from  and  out  of  the 
close  called  The  Great  Ing,  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  highway, 
for  himself  and  his  tenants,  occupiers  of  the  said  several  tenements 
BO  bequeathed  to  the  said  Abraham  and  John  Pearson,  as  hereafter 
mentioned,  and  for  his  and  their  servants  on  foot,  and  with  cattle, 
carts,  and  carriages,  every  year,  at  all  times  of  the  year,  for  all  the 
residue  and  remainder  then  to  come  of  the  said  term  of  999  years,  for 
the  convenievt  occupation  and  enjoyment  of  the  said  closes  in  the 
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ileclaration  mentioned.  And  the  defendant  further  says  tbat,  at  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  will  herein  mentioned,  and  thence  imtfl 
and  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  James  Pearson,  there  was  no 
way  for  cattle  or  carriages  from  any  highway  towards  and  to  the  said 
adjoining  tenements  without  passing  over  the  said  closes  in  the  decla- 
ration  mentioned,  or  some  or  one  of  them,  and  that  the  said  testator, 
in  his  lifetime,  before  and  at  the  time  when  he  made  his  will,  and 
thence  until  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  was  in  the  habit  of  using, 
as  the  way  to  and  from  the  said  adjoining  tenements,  the  said  way 
^^5771  ^^^™  and  out  of  *the  said  highway  towards,  unto,  and  into  the 
J  said  close  called  The  Great  Ing.  and  from  the  said  place  where 
the  said  way  so  entered  the  said  close  called  The  Great  Ing,  a  way 
through,  over,  and  along  the  said  dose  called  The  Great  Ing,  towards, 
unto,  into,  through,  and  over  the  said  closes  called  The  Fold  and  Back 
of  House  Field,  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  adjoining  tenements, 
and  thence  by  the  same  route  back  again  to  the  place  where  the  said 
first-mentioned  way  joined  the  said  close  callec  The  G^reat  Ing,  and 
from  thence  towards,  unto,  and  into  the  said  highway :  and  the  said 
James  Pearson,  being  so  possessed  and  entitled  as  aforesaid,  before 
the  1st  January,  1888,  made  his  last  will  and  testament  in  writing, 
whereby,  amongst  other  things,  he  bequeathed  to  his  son  Abraham, 
as  soon  as  he  should  attain  the  age  of  tWenty-one  years,  and  to  his, 
&c.,  the  said  adjoining  tenements,  with  a  right  to  the  way  so  used  by 
the  testator  as  aforesaid,  for  and  during  all  the  residue  of  the  said 
term  of  999  years,  subject  to  a  moiety  of  the  rent  payable  thereout 
under  the  said  indenture  of  lease ;  and  the  said  testator  also  by  his 
said  will  bequeathed  unto  his  son  John,  as  soon  as  he  should  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-eight  years,  and  to  his,  &c.,  the  said  closes  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  for  and  during  £(11  the  residue  of  the  said  term 
of  999  years,  subject  to  the  other  moiety  of  the  said  rent.  And  the 
said  testator,  by  his  said  last  will,  appointed  J.  Mortimer  and  J.  Bobert- 
shaw  joint  executors  of  his  said  will ;  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
28th  March,  1826,  the  said  testator  being  then  still  so  possessed  and 
entitled  as  aforesaid,  died,  without  having  revoked  or  otherwise  altered 
his  said  will"  (here  followed  an  averment  of  proof  of  the  will,  as  in 
*'781  ^^®  *previous  plea),  "which  said  executors  afterwards,  and 
^  -'  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  and  before  the  last-mentioned 
closes  were  the  plaintiff's,  and  before  the  plaintiff  had  any  interest 
therein,  duly  assented  to  the  said  bequests ;  and,  after  the  death  of 
the  said  testator,  the  said  Abraham  Pearson  attained  his  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  by  means  whereof  he  became  and  was  possessed 
of  the  said  adjoining  tenements,  with  a  right  to  the  same  way  thereto 
and  therefrom,  from  and  to  the  said  highway,  as  was  used  by  the  said 
testator  as  aforesaid,  for  all  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  999  years 
which  is  yet  in  full  force  and  unexpired :  and  the  said  Abraham  Pear- 
son afterwards,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  by  deed,  assigned 
to  Joseph  Harrison  the  said  adjoining  tenements,  with  the  said  right 
of  way,  for  all  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  999  years ;  who  aft^- 
wards,  and  before  the  said  time  when,  &c.,  demised  the  said  adjoining 
tenements,  with  the  said  right  of  way,  to  one  James  Brearley  for  a 
term  which  is  not  yet  expired.  And  the  defendant  says  that  the  tres- 
passes herein  pleaded  to  were  users  of  the  said  right  of  way,  and 
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were  committed  by  the  defendant  as  and  being  tbe  servant  of  the  stUA 
James  Brearley,  and  bj  his  command,  daring  the  continuance  of  th^ 
said  demise  to  the  said  James  Breurley." 

Issue  on  all  the  pleas. 

The  case  was  tried  before  Keating,  J.,  at  the  York  Spring  Asai^es, 
in  1861,  when  a  yerdict  was  given  for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues, 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  on 
the  eighth  and  ninth  pleas. 

Bliss,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  accojdingly,  and  also  fox  ^ 
new  trial. 

This  rule  was  argued  at  the  present  Sittings  on  the  *26th  r^e^A 
Jane;  before  WiaHTMAif  and  Blaokburn,  Jb.,  Cbompton,  J.,   J- 
being  present  part  of  the  time. 

ilelUsh  showed  cause,  and 

Bliss  and  Quain  were  heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

The  essential  facts  in  the  case,  as  well  as  the  arguments  of  counsel 
fully  appear  in  the  judgment  of  the  Oourt. 

The  following  books  were  cited  during  the  argument:  Gale  on 
Easements,  pp.  48,  71, 73, 848-4 ;  2  Eol.  Abr.  60,  OraurUe,  Z.,  pi.  17 ; 
Jorden  v.  Atwood^  Owen  121 ;  Beaudeley  v.  Brook,  Cro.  Jac.  189 ; 
Oldfield's  Case,  Noy  128 ;  Packer  v.  Welsted,  2  Sid.  89,  111 ;  Morris  v. 
Bdgington,  8  Taunt.  24 ;  Holmes  v.  Goring,  2  Bing.  76  (E.  C.  L.  R. 
Tol.  9) ;  Barlow  v.  Rhodes,  1  Or.  &  M.  489  ;t  James  v.  Plant,  in  error, 
4  A.  &  E.  749  (E.  0.  L.  R.  vol.  81);  Pheysey  v.  Vicary,  16  M.  &  W. 
484  ;t  Pinnington  v.  Galland,  9  Exch.  1;+  Proctor  v.  Hodgson,  1© 
Exch.  824,  828  ;t  Lovell  v.  Smith,  8  C.  B.  N.  S.  120  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol. 
91);  Worthington  v.  Gimson,  29  L.  J.  Q.  B.  116 ;  6  Jurist  N.  S.  1058. 

Owr.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 

Blackburn,  J. — ^In  this  case  the  question  at  the  trial  was,  whether 
the  defendant  had  a  right  of  way  over  the  locus  in  quo,  which  he 
claimed  in  difterent  manners.  The  eighth  plea  claimed  the  way  on 
the  ground  that  James  Pearson,  who  was  possessed  of  the  locus  in 
qao  and  also  of  the  defendant's  premises  thereto  adjoining,  bequeathed 
the  latter  to  Abraham  Pearson,  and  the  *locus  in  quo  and  other  r«50A 
tenements  to  John  Pearson ;  that  the  only  access  to  the  pre-  ^ 
mises  bequeathed  to  Abraham  was  over  the  premises  bequeathed  to 
John:  and  no  way  being  bequeathed  in  terms  in  the  will,  the  execu- 
tors of  James  and  John  Pearson  set  out  the  way  claimed  as  the  way 
to  Abraham's  premises.  The  ninth  plea  claimed  the  way  as,  in  legal 
eSBsct,  bequeathed  in  the  will  of  James  Pearson.  The  verdict  passed 
for  the  plaintiff  on  all  the  issues.  Leave  was  reserved  to  enter  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant  on  the  eighth  and  ninth  pleas,  on  the  undisputed 
&ct8,  and  the  findings  of  the  jury.  Mr.  Bliss  obtained  a  rule  to  enter 
the  verdiet  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved,  and  also  for  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was  against  evi- 
denoe.  We  do  not  think  that  any  misdirection  was  made  out,  nor 
that  the  verdict  ought  to  be  disturbed  as  against  the  evidence ;  but 
as  we  think  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  verdict  entered 
for  him  on  the  ninth  plea,  though  not  on  the  eighth,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  state  the  facts  bearing  on  the  other  grounds  in  the  rule. 

It  appeared  in  evidence  on  the  trial  that  the  plaintiff's  farm, 
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including  the  locus  in  quo,  and  tlie  defendant's  farm  were  contiguous. 
They  formerly  formed  one  farm  called  Upper  Isle,  which  belonged  to 
James  Pearson,  from  whom  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant 
claimed  title,  who  was  possessed  of  it  for  a  term  of  999  years.  In 
1825  one  Feathers  occupied,  under  James  Pearson,  the  farm-house  and 
buildings,  and  seven  fields,  forming  part  of  Upper  Isle,  and  which 
now  form  the  defendant's  farm ;  the  rest  of  Upper  Isle,  which  now 
forms  the  plaintiff's  farm,  James  Pearson  retained  in  his  own  occupa- 
♦fifti  1  ^^^^'  ^®  fields  occupied  by  Feathers  were  *surrounded  by 
J  the  lands  of  other  persons,  except  on  the  side  where  they 
abutted  on  the  lands  which  were  retained  in  James  Pearson's  hands. 
The  access  to  the  farm-house  and  the  fields  in  Feathers's  possession  at 
that  time  was  by  a  farm-road.  The  line  of  this  road,  i&i&t  quitting 
the  highway,  passed  through  fields  retained  in  the  occupation  of 
James  Pearson,  till  it  reached  one  of  the  fields  in  the  occupation  of 
Feathers,  at  a  place  called  Cod  Bridge ;  it  did  not  there  actually  enter 
Feathers's  holding,  but  after  skirting  it  for  a  short  distance,  so  that 
there  was  only  the  fence  between  the  farm-road  and  Feathers's  field, 
it  re-entered  a  close  in  the  occupation  of  James  Pearson  called  the 
Fold  Yard,  and  then  entered  the  farm-yard  of  the  house  occupied  by 
Feathers.  This  being  the  state  of  things  in  1825,  James  Pearson 
made  his  will,  and  by  it  he  bequeathed,  inter  alia,  to  his  son  Abra- 
ham, "all  those  leasehold  premises  situate  at  Upper  Isle,  now  in  the 
occupation  of  George  Feathers,  and  consisting  of  a  messuage,  bam, 
stable,  and  other  outbuildings,  and  all  those  seven  closes  of  land" 
(naming  them),  "  or  by  whatsoever  other  names  called  or  known,  for 
and  during  all  the  residue  of  a  certain  term  of  999  years  therein 
created  by  a  certain  indenture  bearing  date  the  15th  January,  1663, 
subject  to  a  moiety  or  half  part  of  the  rent  thereby  made  payable 
thereout ;"  and  to  his  son  John  he  bequeathed,  as  soon  as  he  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-eight  years,  and  to  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  all  the  residue  of  his  leasehold  premises  at  Upper  Isle 
aforesaid,  consisting  of  all  those  five  closes  (naming  them),  ''  for  and 
during  all  the  residue  of  the  said  term  of  999  years,  subject  to  the 
other  moiety  of  the  rent  made  payable  thereout."  The  will  makes 
♦6821  °^  niention  of  any  wavs  whatsoever.  The  testator  died  in 
-'  *1826.  John  Pearson,  his  son,  who  was  the  plaintiff,  attained 
the  age  of  twenty-eight  years  in  1838,  and  was  put  in  possession  by 
the  executors,  so  that  from  that  time  the  farm  bequeathed  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  held  separate  from  that  bequeathed  to  Abraham  Pearson. 
The  defendant  derived  title  through  Abraham  Pearson. 

It  was  not  disputed,  either  at  the  trial  or  on  the  argument  before 
us,  that  inasmuch  as  the  portion  of  the  farm  bequeathed  to  Abraham 
was  surrounded  by  the  property  of  third  persons,  so  that  there  was 
no  access  to  it  at  all  except  by  crossing  the  other  property  of  the  tes- 
tator, which  he  bequeathed  to  John  Pearson,  some  way  of  necessity 
must  be  given  over  John  Pearson's  farm ;  but  the  great  dispute  was, 
what  that  way  was  to  be.  The  plaintiff  conceded  that  the  aefendant 
had  a  right  to  use  the  farm-road  until  it  came  to  Cod  Bridge,  but  con- 
tended uiat  when  he  reached  that  point  where  the  road  was  onl; 
separated  from  the  defendant's  farm  by  a  fence,  the  defendant  ought 
to  pass  through  the  fence  into  his  own  field,  and  after  that,  to  adopt 
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the  language  of  the  plaintiff  as  a  witness,  the  defendant  was  to  "road 
iimself ."  The  issues  joined  were  as  to  the  right  of  way  after  passing 
Cod  Bridge  through  the  Fold  Yard.  It  appeared  in  evidence  that 
when  the  plaintiff  came  of  age  in  1833,  ana  was  put  in  possession  by 
the  executors,  they  remained  in  possession  of  Abraham's  farm  and 
continued  to  use  the  old  road  as  it  had  been  used  in  the  testator's  time 
by  Feathers ;  but  the  jury  have  found  that  this  was  in  consequence 
of  an  arrangement  to  delay  settling  what  the  road  should  permanently 
be  until  Abraham  came  of  age.  Abraham  came  of  age  in  1842,  less 
than  twenty  years  before  the  commencement  of  this  action.  There 
was  contradictory  evidence  as  to  what  *happened  then ;  but  it  r«KOQ 
must  be  taken  tnat  the  jury  believed  the  plaintiff's  version,  ^ 
which  was  that  he  told  Abraham  that  he  must  "  road  himself"  from 
Cod  Bridge,  and  that  Abraham  assented,  only  asking  for  time  to  do 
80.  We  think  that  this  finding  disproves  the  averment  that  the  ex- 
eoators  and  John  Pearson  set  out  the  way  over  the  locus  in  quo, 
which  we  think  a  material  part  of  the  eighth  plea.  It  is  not  neces- 
saiy,  in  the  view  we  take  of  the  case,  to  notice  the  rest  of  the  evidence, 
which  was  very  contradictory.  The  jury  found,  in  answer  to  ques- 
tions put  by  the  Judge,  that  the  Fold  Way  was  a  convenient  way,  but 
that  it  was  not  a  necessary  way ;  by  which  we  think  we  must  under- 
stand them  to  mean  that  the  defendant's  farm  could  be  occupied  with- 
out using  the  road  further  than  God  Bridge ;  and  they  further  find 
that  the  testator,  in  {act,  used  the  Fold  Way  up  to  the  time  of  his 
death. 

On  the  findings,  we  think  that,  by  the  will  of  James  Pearson,  a 
right  to  use  the  Fold  Way  was  given  to  Abraham  and  his  assigns ; 
and,  as  nothing  has  since  occurred  to  take  away  that  right,  the  verdict 
on  the  ninth  plea  ought  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant. 

We  do  not  think  that,  on  a  severance  of  two  tenements,  any  right 
to  use  ways,  which  during  the  unity  of  possession  have  been  used  and 
enjoyed  in  &ct,  passes  to  the  owner  of  the  dissevered  tenement,  unless 
there  be  something  in  the  conveyance  to  show  an  intention  to  create 
the  right  to  use  these  ways  de  novo.  We  agree  with  what  is  said  in 
Worthington  v.  Gimson,  29  L.  J.  Q.  B.  116,  6  Jurist  N.  S.  1053,  that 
in  this  respect  there  is  a  distinction  between  continuous  easements, 
such  as  drains,  &c.,  and  discontinuous  easements,  such  as  a  right  of 
way ;  and  Pheysey  v.  Vicary,  16  M.  &  W.  484,t  is  an  authority  r^^oA 
*that  the  same  rule  in  this  respect  applies  to  a  will  as  to  a  deed.  ^ 
But  when,  as  in  the  present  case,  property  devised  or  granted  is  land- 
locked, and  there  is  no  other  way  of  getting  at  it  without  being  a 
trespasser,  so  that  it  cannot  be  enjoyed  without  a  way  of  some  sort 
over  the  lands  of  the  testator  or  grantor,  it  is  clear  that  a  way  of  neces- 
sity is  created  de  novo. 

It  seems  to  us  settled  by  modem  authority,  that  the  ground  en 
which  the  way  of  necessity  is  created  is,  that  a  convenient  way  is  im- 
pliedly granted  as  a  necessa^  incident.  It  is  observed  by  Parke,  B., 
m  Proctor  v.  Hodgson,  10  Exch.  824,  828,t  that  the  extent  of  the 
authority  of  Hohnes  v.  Goring,  2  Bing.  76  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  9),  is  that, 
though  it  is  a  grant,  it  may  be  construed  to  be  a  grant  of  such  a  right 
of  way  as  from  time  to  time  may  be  necessary.  He  adds,  "I  should 
have  thought  it  meant  as  much  a  grant  for  ever  as  if  expressly  inserted 
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in  a  deed,  and  it  struok  me  at  the  time  that  the  court  was  wreog.' 
We  oertainly  do  not  feel  inclined  to  extend  the  authority  of  HolmeB 
V.  Goring  so  far  as  to  hold  that  the  person  into  whose  possession  tbe 
aervient  tenement  comes,  may  from  time  to  time  vary  the  direction  of 
the  way  of  necessity,  at  his  pleasure,  so  long  as  he  substitutes  a  con* 
•Tenient  way.  We  think  we  must  hold  that  the  way  of  necessity,  once 
created,  must  remain  the  same  way  as  long  as  it  continues  at  all.  The 
extraneous  facts,  therefore,  show  that  by  this  devise  the  testator  did 
intend  to  create  a  convenient  way  of  some  sort,  which,  once  set  out, 
would  continue ;  but  there  is  a  singular  absence  of  authority  as  to  the 
manner  in  which  tt  is  to  be  asc^i^ined  what  is  to  be  the  direction  of 
the  convenient  way  thus  created.    In  2  BoUe's  Abridgment,  p.  60, 

^^5851  ^^^^^f  ^'*  P^'  ^"^f  ^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^®  feoffor  who  *grants  the 
-'  landlocked  land,  and  retains  the  other,  which  thus  becomes  the 
servient  tenement,  shall  assign  the  way  where  it  is  most  oonvenient 
to  himself.  Packer  v.  Welsted,  2  Sid.  39,  111,  was  a  case  where  the 
grantor  retained  the  landlocked  tenement,  which  became  the  dominant 
tenement ;  it  is  said  that  he  should  take  a  way,  and  the  law  should 
adjudge  if  it  was  a  convenient  way.  In  each  case  it  seems  to  have 
been  thought  that  the  person  by  whose  act  the  way  was  created  was 
subsequently  to  select  the  way,  subject  only  to  this,  that  it  should  be 
a  convenient  way.  In  the  case  of  a  devise  it  is  impossible  for  the 
testator,  by  whose  act  the  way  is  created,  and  who  is  dead,  to  do  any 
subsequent  act  of  selection ;  and  if  the  line  of  the  way  depends  on  bis 
intention,  it  must  be  discovered  from  the  language  of  the  will,  under* 
stood  with  reference  to  the  state  of  the  property. 

It  might  be  very  difficult  to  state  how  the  way  was  to  be  set  out, 
if  the  premises  before  severance  were  so  occupied  as  to  afford  no  indi- 
cation of  what  was  the  usual  way  in  the  testator's  time,  but  this  can 
rarely  be  the  case  in  practice.  In  general,  especially  when,  as  in  the 
present  case,  there  was  an  occupation  by  a  tenant,  there  must  be  an 
actual  existing  way  by  which  thp  premises  were  used  and  enjoyed; 
and  we  think  we  best  effectuate  the  intention  of  the  testator  by  con- 
struing the  implied  ^^ant  of  a  way  to  be  a  grant  of  that  way  actuall^r 
used  at  the  time ;  ana  that  in  this  case  clearly  was  the  Fold  Way  nsed 
by  the  tenant  at  the  time  the  will  was  made^  and  by  the  testator  up  to 
his  death.  We  cannot  find  this  principle  stated  in  terms  as  the  gronnd 
of  decision  in  any  case.  It  will  support  that  part  of  the  decision  in 
*6861  *Pi°^i^g*<^^  ^'  Gralland,  9  Exch.  l,t  which  determined  the  par- 
^  ticular  line  of  way  in  that  case,  but  it  oertainly  is  not  there 
expressed  as  the  reason  of  the  decision.  Cut  we  find  no  case  incon- 
sistent with  the  rule,  which  seems  to  us  ibunded  on  principle  and 
convenient. 

We  therefore  think  we  must  consider  the  rights  of  the  parties  the 
same  as  if  the  implied  devise  of  a  way  of  necessity  to  Abraham  Pear 
son  had  been  an  express  devise  of  that  necessary  way  which  at  the 
time  was  actually  used  with  the  premises.  If  this  be  a  correct  view 
of  the  case  the  ninth  plea  is  proved,  and  the  eighth  and  other  issues 
are  properly  found  for  the  plaintiff.  The  rule,  therefore,  will  be 
absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendant  on  the  ninth  plea  only 

This  is  the  judgment  of  my  brother  Wightman  and  myself.  My 
brother  Crompton,  who  did  not  hear  the  whole  argument,  authorizei 
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me  to  say  tliat,  so  far  as  lie  heard  the  case,  he  entertained  the  same 
optnion. 

Bale  absolute  to  enter  a  verdiot  for  the  defendant  on  the 
ninth  plea. 

It  may  be  considered  as  settled  in  termeier  v,  Albro,  18  Id.  48 ;  s.  o.,  2 

the  United  States,  that  on  the  conyey-  Bofiworth  546;  Carlin  v.  Paul,  11  Mo. 

tnce  of  one  of  seyeral  paroels  of  land  82.     Such  is  also  the  French  law : 

bekm^ng  to  the  same  owner,  there  is  Dnrel  v.  Boisblano,  1  La.  Ann.  407 ; 

an  implied  grant  or  reservation,  as  the  and  it  seems  the  most  reasonable. 

case  may  be,  of  all  apparent  and  con-  Where  there  was  no  previous  way  in 

ftinaoas  easements  or  incidents  of  pro-  existence,  the  American    authorities 

pertj  which  have  been  created  or  used  are  agreed  with  the  English  as  to  the 

bj  him  during  the  unity  of  possession,  rules  which  govern  ways  of  necessity : 

though  they  could  then  have  had  no  Trask  v.  Patterson,  29  Maine  503 ; 

legal  existence  apart  from  his  general  Kimball  v,  Cochico  Railroad,  7  Foster 

ovnership  :    Hazard  v.  Robinson,  8  448;  Nichols  v.  Luce,  24  Pick.  102; 

Mason  272 ;  United  States  V.  Appleton,  Leonard  v.  Leonard,  2   Allen  548; 

1  Sumner  500 :  New  Ipswich  Factory  Collins  v.  Prentice,  15  Conn.  89 ;  Pierce 

r.  Batchelder,  8  N.  H.  190;  Dunklee  v.  SeUeck,  18  Conn.  821 ;  N.  Y.  Life 

r.  Wilton   Raihoad,  4  Foster  489 ;  Ins.  Co.  v.  Milnes,  1  Barb.  Ch.  858 ; 

Harwood  r.  Benton,  82  Term.  724 ;  McDonnell  v.  Lindell,  8  Rawle  498 ; 

Thayer  v,  Payne,  2  Cushing  827 ;  Ken-  Ogden  v.  Orove,  88  Penna.  St.  487 ; 

jon  9.  Nichols,  1  Rhode  Island  427 ;  Brice  v.  Randall,  7  Q.  ft  J.  849. 

Hnttermeier  v.  Albro,  18  N.  T.  48 ;  When  we  have  to  deal  with  a  true 

Lampman  v.  Milks,  21  Id.  508;  Smyles  right  of  way  by  necessity,  the  question 

V.  Hastings,  22  Id.  220 ;  Brakeley  v,  is  presented  as  in  the  principal  case, 

Sharp,  1  Stockton  (N.  J.)  10 ;  Blain's  how  its  direction  and  course  are  to  be 

Lessee  v.  Chambers,  1  S.  ft  R.  169 ;  ascertained.     In  Holmes  v.  Seely,  19 

Seibert  v,  Levan,  8  Barr  888 ;  McTa-  Wend.  510,  it  was  said  that  "  The  way 

vish  V.  Carrol,  7  Maryl.  852 ;  Shaw  v.  should  be  a  convenient  one  over  the 

Etheridge,  8  Jones  (N.  C.)  82 ;  Elliott  adjoining  close  of  the  grantor,  regard 

V.  Rhett,  5  Richardson  415.  being  had  to  the  interests  of  both  par- 

In  several  cases  in  England,  of  which  ties.     Subject  to  this  rule,  it  would 

that  in  the  text  is  an  example,  it  has  seem  reasonable  that  the  grantor  should 

been  assumed  or  held  that  a  way  is  not  be  allowed  to  assign  such  way  as  he 

a  contmuaug  easement  within  the  rule  could  best  spare.     If  he  declines  or 

above  stated ;  and  to  the  same  effect  omits  to  do  so,  the  grantee  must  select 

is  a  dictum  in  Lampman  v.  Milks,  21  for  himself,  and  the  court  would  no 

N.  Y.  506.    But  in  this  country  it  has  doubt  extend  a  liberal  indulgence  to 

been  generally  held  that  roads  and  the  exercise  of  his  discretion.''    And 

alleys  of  a  permanent  and  obvious  cha-  to  the  same  effect  are  Smyles  v,  Hast- 

ncter  do  pass  by  or  are  reserved  upon  ings,  24  Barb.  49 ;  22  N.  Y.  220 ;  Hart 

ordinary  conveyances  without  express  v.  Conner,  25  Conn.  881;  Russell  v, 

words:  United  States  v.  Appleton,  1  Jackson,  2  Pick.  578.     Though  see 

Sumner  500 ;  Seibert  v.  Levan,  8  Barr  Nichols  v.  Luce,  24  Id.  104,  which, 

883,  per  Oibson,  C.  J. ;  Kisiffir  v,  Im-  however,  was  not  probably  intended  to 

hoff,  26  Penna.  St.  442 ;   Smyles  r.  lay  down  a  substantially  different  rule. 

Hastings,  22  N.  T.  220,  ufmhU)  Hntr 
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Abortive  sale  of  real  estate. — TUle. — Damages, 

Real  estate  bad  been  devised  to  tbe  defendant  in  tnist  to  sell,  wbo  pnt  a  part  of  it  ap  for 
sale,  wbicb  tbe  plaintiif  agreed  to  buy,  and  was  accepted  as  tbe  pnrebaser.  Tbe  defendsat 
was  aware  tbat  be  could  not  make  a  title  free  from  enoumbraDce,  as  by  a  marriage  settiemect 
tbe  land  was  vested  in  trustees  to  secure  an  annuity  to  tbe  widow  of  tbe  devisor,  but  he  bad 
obtained  from  ber  a  parol  promise  tbat  in  tbe  event  of  tbe  sale  sbe  would  transfer  ber  security 
to  anotber  property.  After  tbe  sale  tbe  widow  refused  to  assent  to  ibis,  and  tbe  bargain  weot 
off  in  consequence.  In  an  action  by  tbe  plMntiff  against  tbe  defendant  for  not  completing  the 
bargain,  tbe  jury  found  tbat  the  defendant  bon&  fide  believed  tbat  be  would  be  able  to  make  to 
the  purchaser  a  good  title  firee  from  encombranoe,  and  tbat  be  bad  reasonable  grounds  for  to 
believing : 

1.  Held,  that  the  plaintiif,  although  entitled  to  recover  bis  deposit  and  tbe  expenses  of  iovca- 
Ugating  the  title,  was  not  entitled  to  recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  bis  bargain :  per  Wight- 
man  and  Blackburn,  Js.,  dissentiente  Cockbum,  C.  J. 

2.  Concessum,  on  the  authority  of  Pounsett  v.  Fuller,  17  C.  B.  660,  tbat  tbe  expenses  attendaat 
on  an  attempt  wbicb  was  made,  after  tbe  bargain  was  off,  to  enter  into  a  fresh  arraagemeat 
could  not  be  recovered. 

Thb  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants  put 
up  for  sale  certain  land  as  unencumbered,  on  the  faith  of  which  the 
plaintiff  bid  for  it,  and  was  declared  the  purchaser,  and  paid  a  deposit; 
out  it  was  afterwards  found  to  be  encumbered  with  an  annuity, 
whereby  a  good  title  could  not  be  made,  and  the  sale  and  purchase 
could  not  be  completed,  &c. 

The  second  count  was  to  the  same  effect,  alleging  that  the  defend- 
ants fraudulently  and  deceitfully  stated  and  pretended  the  land  to  be 
unencumbered. 

To  the  first  count  the  defendants  pleaded  payment  of  150^.  into 
Court,  and  to  the  second  Not  guilty. 

The  plaintiff  replied  that  the  sum  paid  into  Court  was  not  suffi- 
cient ;  and  took  issue  on  the  other  plea. 

On  the  trial,  before  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  at  the  Leicestershire  Spring 
Assizes  in  1861,  it  appeared  that  the  land  in  question  consisted  of  a 
♦6881  ^^^"^»  which  was  part  of  an  *estate  that  had  been  devised  to 
^  the  defendants  in  trust  to  sell  as  soon  as  they  conveniently 
could.  The  solicitor  employed  in  the  affairs  of  the  trust  was  aware 
that  the  devisor  held  the  estate  subject  to  a  settlement,  by  which  the 
legal  estate  was  in  trustees  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  life  annuity 
to  the  widow  of  the  devisor,  and  he  knew  that  no  title,  free  of  encum- 
brances, could  be  made  to  any  part  of  the  estate,  unless  that  lady  and 
her  trustees  agreed  to  discharge  the  part  sold  from  the  trust  to  secure 
the  annuity.  He  had  represented  to  the  lady  that  it  would  be  for  the 
benefit  of  the  family  that  the  farm  in  question  should  be  sold,  and 
that  it  would  not  be  disadvantageous  to  herself  if,  in  case  of  a  sale, 
she  would  consent  to  transfer  her  security  to  another  property,  whilst 
it  would  benefit  the  estate.  She  was  satisfied  that  this  was  so,  and 
verbally  expressed  her  concurrence.  After  this  the  farm  was  put  up 
for  salC;  ana  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  buy  it,  and  was  accepted  as  the 
purchaser.  The  solicitor  also  knew  that  the  lady  was  not  legally  or 
equitably  bound  by  her  parol  consent,  and  consequently  that  the 
power  of  the  defendants  to  make  a  good  title  to  the  farm,  free  of  en- 
cumbrances, was  precarious,  in  so  far  as  it  depended  on  her  continuing 
in  the  same  mind.    Such  proved  not  to  be  the  case :  for  she  was  per- 
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foaded  by  other  friends  of  the  family  to  refuse  her  assent,  and  the 
l)argain  went  off;  and  a  subsequent  attempt  to  make  a  freah  arrange- 
ment proved  abortive.  It  was  agreed  that  the  costs  incurred  in  the 
investigation  of  the  title  should  be  referred  for  taxation. 

The  Lord  Chief  Justice  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say :  1.  If  the  defend- 
ants bonfi  fide  believed  that  they  would  be  able  to  make  to  the  pur- 
chaser a  good  title,  free  from  encumbrance ;  2.  If  they  had  reasonable 
grounds  for  *so  believing:  both  which  questions  the  jury  rt^a 
answered  in  the  affirmative.  He  also  left  it  to  them  to  assess  ^ 
the  damages  generally,  which  they  did ;  and  a  verdict  was  entered  for 
the  plaintiff  for  the  amount,  witn  leave  reserved  to  the  defendants  to 
move  to  reduce  the  damages,  or  enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants  if, 
after  the  taxation,  the  money  paid  into  Court  proved  sufficient  to 
oover  the  expenses  of  investigating  the  title  and  the  deposit,  unless 
the  plaintiff,  under  the  peculiar  circumstances,  was  entitled  to  general 
damages. 

On  the  taxation,  the  amount  paid  into  Court  proved  to  be  suffi- 
cient to  cover  all  the  expenses,  except  some  attendant  on  the  abortive 
attempt  to  make  a  fresh  arrangement  after  the  bargain  was  off. 

Macaulay,  in  the  following  Term,  obtained  a  rule  to  enter  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants  on  the  grounds :  1.  That  the  plaintiff  was  not  enti- 
titled  to  damages  as  and  for  the  loss  of  a  saleaole  bargain,  the  jury 
having  found  that  the  defendants  acted  bonfi  fide  and  had  reasonable 
grounds  to  suppose  they  could  make  a  good  title.  2.  That  the 
amount  paid  into  Court  equalled  or  exceeded  the  amount  of  the 
deposit-money,  and  such  portions  of  the  charges  of  the  plaintiff^s 
solicitor  as  were  recoverable  in  the  present  action. 

At  the  present  Sittings,  on  the  18th  June,  before  Cockbum,  C.  J., 
Wightman  and  Blackburn,  Js., 

MeUar  and  Field  showed  cause,  and  Hayes,  Serjt,  and  Bristow  were, 
heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

The  arguments  on  both  sides  fully  appear  in  the  judgments  of  the 
Judges :  it  will  be  sufficient  to  add  that  the  following  authorities  were 
referred  to  by  the  bar  or  *the  bench  during  the  argument:  (-♦kqa 
Flureau  v.  Thornhill,  2  W.  Bl.  1078 ;  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  8  ■■  ^" 
B.  &  P,  162 ;  Bratt  v.  Ellis,  Sugd.  V.  &  P.  App.  7  ;(a)  Jones  v.  Dyke, 
Id.  8;  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  6  B.  &  C.  81  (B.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  18); 
Walker  v.  Moore,  10  B.  &  0.  416  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  21);  Robinson  v. 
Harman,  1  Exch.  850  ;t  Pounsett  v.  Fuller,  17  C.  B.  660  (E.  C.  L.  R. 
vol.  84) ;  Hadley  v.  Baxendale,  9  Exch.  841  ;t  Cornfoot  v.  Fowke,  6 
M.  k  W.  868  ;t  Sugden's  Vend.  &  Purch.,  p.  801,  18th  ed. 

Our,  adv.  tmU, 

Blackbubn,  J.,  sitting  alone,  now  stated  that  the  Judges,  differing 
m  opinion,  had  prepared  separate  judgments,  which  he  should  read, 
fle  accordingly  reaa  the  following  judgments. 

Blackburn,  J. — In  this  case  the  plaintiff  purchased  from  the  de- 
fendants  a  farm ;  the  defendants  proved  unable  to  make  a  good  title. 
The  plaintiff  brought  this  action  against  them  for  not  doing  so.  The 
defendants  paid  money  into  Court ;  and  the  question  is,  on  what  prin« 
ciple  the  damages  should  be  estimated.  (After  fully  stating  the  facts 
bis  Lordship  proceeded.) 

(•)  i, «.,  tht  nth  Mid  f one  ofhw  •dittoaf.  t 
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It  was  proper!  J  admitted  on  the  argnment  that  the  case  of  Poim- 
sett  V.  Fuller,  17  C.  B.  660  (E.  0.  L.  R.  vol.  84),  conclusively  decided 
that  the  expenses  attendant  on  the  attempt  to  make  a  fresh  arrange- 
ment after  the  bargain  was  off  could  not  be  claimed.  The  question, 
therefore,  which  was  argued  before  us  was  whether,  under  the  circaro- 
stances,  the  plaintiff  could  claim  damages  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain. 
I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  take  it  oni 
*of  the  general  rule  as  to  the  assessment  of  damages  for  the 
breach  of  a  contract  to  sell  real  property  where  the  bargain  goes  off  » 
on  account  of  a  defect  in  the  title. 

That  rule,  which  is  an  exception  from  the  general  rule  of  common 
law,  was  first  laid  down  in  Flureau  v.  Thornhill,  2  W.  BL  1078,  aa 
long  ago  as  1776.  It  was  constantly  acted  upon  until  the  case  of 
Hopkins  u.  Graaebrook,  6  B;  A;  a  81  (E.  C.  L.  E.  vol.  17),  (which 
introduced  an  exception  in  cases  where  the  vendor  was  not  in  posses- 
sion, on  which  I  shall  observe  presently).  It  was  again  acted  upon  in 
Walker  v.  Moore,  10  B.  k  G.  416  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  21),  where  Parke,  J., 
puts  the  rule  upon  what  I  take  to  be  the  tnfte  grouwi,  namely,  that  it 
IS  implied  from  the  usa»  of  this  particular  business.  He  says,  p.  422, 
'*  a  jury  ought  not,  in  the  case  of  a  vendor  in  possession,  to  give  any 
other  damages  in  consequenee  of  a  defect  being  foond  in  the  title  than 
those  which  were  allowed  in  Flureau  v.  Thornhill,  which  was  recog- 
nised  in  Johnson  v.  Johnson,  8  B.  k  P.  162Xa)  Bratt  v.  Ellis,  Sugd. 
Y.  &  P.  App.  7,(6)  and  Jones  vl  Dyke,  Id.  8.  In  the  absence  of  any 
express  stipulation  about  it,  the  parties  must  be  considered  as  content 
that  the  damage,  in  the  event  of  the  title  proving  defective,  shall  be 
measured  in  the  ordinary  way,  and  that  exeMes  the  claim  of  dam- 
ages on  account  of  the  supposed  goodness  of  the  bargain." 

In  the  more  recent  case  of  Bobinson  v.  Harman,  1  Exch.  850,t  the 
«H$)91  S^^^^  ^®  ^^  recognised,  but  the  exception  in  *Hopkins  v. 
^^^J  Grazebrook,  6  B.  &  0.  31  (E.  0.  L.  R  vol  13),  was  acted  upon. 
In  the  last  case  on  the  subject,— Pounsett  v.  Fuller,  17  G.  B.  660  (K 
C.  L.  R  vol.  86),— ^the  cases  of  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  and  Robinson 
V.  Harman,  1  Exch,  850,t  were  expressly  recognised  as  binding  aatho> 
rities,  but  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  considered  the  general  role 
applicable  under  su<^  circumstances  as  leaves  it  very  difficult  to  say 
to  what  cases,  if  any,  the  exception  supposed  to  be  established  by 
Hopkins  v^  Grazebrook  still  applies.  In  the  present  case,  however, 
it  is  enough  to  say  that,  giving  the  two  cases  of  Hopkins  v,  Graae^ 
brook  and  Bobinson  t;.  Harman  tl»ir  fisillest  effect,  the  exception 
established  by  them  is  one  within  which  the  present  case  does  not 
fall. 

Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook  was  moved  m  Michaelmas  Term,  1826. 
The  facts  were  that  Hill  k  Co.  had  agreed  to  sell  real  estate  to  one 
Harewood,  and  Harewood  had  agreed  to  sell,  it  to  the  defendant,  who 
again  agreed  to  sell  it  to  the  mainti£  In  consequence  of  disputes 
between  Hill  and  Harewood  we  defendant  could  not  complete  his 
title.  It  was  admitted  l^at  the  defendant,  had  acted  bond  fide ;  bit 
aoeording  to  the  views  as  to  the  law  relating  to  p«blic  policy  which 
Lord  Tenterden  Aen  entertained  (whidi  wore  not  finally  shown  to  be 


(a)  Flaraftn  *.  ThornhlU  dow  not  appear  to  hare  boon  eited^BMM la  Jobaton  »  JokMta 
{h)  C  «.,  Iht  llth  and  •nm  alter  oilttauk 
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etTOneoas  till  after  his  death,  in  Htbblewhite  v.  M'Morine;  5  M.  &  W. 
462,tX  the  defendant  had  acted  improperly  and  in  violation  of  law. 
It  was  only  in  the  preceding  Sittings  after  Easter  Term  of  the  same 
year,  that  in  Bryan  v.  Lewis,  By.  k  M.  886  (E.  C.  L.  E.  vol.  21),  Lord 
Tenterden  expressed,  in  the  strongest  terms,  an  opinion  which  he 
declared  he  should  always  entertain  till  told  by  the  House  of  Lords 
be  was  *wrong,  that  any  speculative  contract  to  sell  things  not  r^Kgft 
in  possession  was  illegal  and  void,  as  against  the  policy  of  the  '- 
law.  It  is  upon  this  ground  it  seems  to  me  that  in  Hopkins  v.  Graze- 
brook,  6  B.  &  C.  31  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  13),  p.  33,  he  makes  the  case  an 
exception,  because  the  defendant  had  entered  into  a  contract  to  sell 
"without  the  power  to  confer  even  the  shadow  of  a  title."  Baylqr,  J^ 
as  reported,  p.  34,  says,  "  The  case  of  Flureau  v,  Thomhill.  2  W .  Bl. 
1078,  is  very  different  from  this,  for  here  the  vendor  had  nothing  but 
an  equitable  title."  If  this  was  the  ground  for  the  decision  it  is  clearly 
untenable,  and  is  inconsistent  with  the  last  decision  in  Pounsett  v. 
Pdler,  17  C.  B.  660  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  86);  but  in  Walker  v.  Moore, 
10  B.  &  C.  416  (E.  C.  L.  B,  vol.  21),  Bavley,  J.,  savs,  p.  420,  that  in 
Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook  the  Court  was  of  opinion  that  the  defendant 
was  *'  in  fault  by  representing  himself  as  the  owner  of  the  property," 
when  he  was  not  sa  Littledale,  J.,  who  had  been  one  of  the  Judges 
in  Hi^kins  v.  Grazebrook,  but  whose  reasons  are  not  there  reported, 
aays,  in  Walker  v,  Moore,  p.  422,  "  it  seems  to  me  to  be  contrary  to 
the  policy  of  the  law,  that  a  man  should  offer  an  estate  for  sale  before 
he  has  obtained  possession  and  a  conveyance."  Parke,  J.,  in  the  judg- 
ment already  quoted,  tacitly  assumes  that  this  had  been  the  ground 
of  the  decision  in  Hopkins  i^  Grazebrook,  as  in  enunciating  the  gen- 
eral rule  on  which  he  acts  he  confines  it  to  the  case  of  a  vendor  in 
possesnon. 

In  Bobinson  v.  Harman,  1  Exch.  850, f  the  vendor  had,  with  the 
dbject  of  bringing  about  the  bargain,  expressly  stated  that  under  his 
father's  will,  the  property  was  his  out  and  out.  In  fact,  it  had  been 
devised  to  trustees  to  pav  the  defendant  a  moiety  of  the  rent  during 
hs  life  only.  If  the  ae&ndant  knew  this  he  was  guilty  of  a  fraud;. 
*if  he  was  ignorant  of  it,  the  transaction  must  have  been  so  fj^^oa 
recently  after  his  father's  death  that  the  will  had  not  yet  been  '- 
acted  upon,  and  he  was  not  in  possession ;  for,  if  he  had  been  in  pos- 
session^  he  could  not  be  ignorant  that  he  only  got  half  the  rents.  The 
report  leaves  it  imcertain  how  the  facts  were  as  to  this ;  and  the  judg* 
ment  merely  being  that  the  case  was  not  distinguishable  from  Hopkins 
V.  Grazebrook,  6  B.  &  C.  31  (E.  C.  L.  B,  vol.  18),  leaves  it  uncertain 
whethw  the  Court  thought  the  exception  in  question  was  when  there 
was  misconduct,  or  want  of  possession,  or  a  want  of  legal  title.  In 
Pounsett  V.  Fuller,  17  Com.  B.  660  (E.  C.  L.  E.  vol.  84),  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  expressly  held  that  the  mere  want  of  legal  title  does 
not  bring  the  case  within  the  exception  in  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook, 
which  they  all  seem  to  consider  as  depending  upon  misconduct.  My 
brother  Williams  expresses  doubts,  in  which  I  fully  sympathize,  as  to 
the  soundness  of  the  exception  in  Hopkins  v,  Grazebrook  in  any  point 
of  view.  I  do  not  see  how  the  existence  of  misconduct  can  after  the 
1^  by  which  the  damages  for  the  breach  of  a  contract  are  to  bo 
I:  it  may  render  the  contract  voidable  on  the  ground  of  fraudp 
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or  give  a  cause  of  action  for  deceit,  but  surely  it  cannot  alter  the  effect 
of  the  contract  itself.  And  if  it  be  said  that  the  rule  depends  upon 
an  implied  condition  resulting  from  the  general  understanding  of 
vendors  and  purchasers  (which  is  the  ground  taken  by  Parke,  J.,  in 
Moore  v.  Walker,  10  B.  &  C.  420  (E.  0.  L.  E.  vol.  21),  and  I  think 
the  true  one),  and  that  the  usage  is  such  that  this  implied  condition 
excludes  such  cases  as  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  I  think  that  it  will  be 
worthy  of  the  consideration  of  any  Court  competent  to  review  that 
case,  whether  the  strong  opinion  of  Lord  St.  Leonards,  repeated  in  his 
*5951  *^^^^  edition  of  vendors  and  Purchasers,  p.  801,  does  not 
-I  show  that  the  general  understanding  of  conveyancers  has  been 
misapprehended. 

However,  it  is  enough  for  the  decision  of  the  case  before  us  that  it 
is  not  brought  within  that  exception,  however  it  is  understood.  The 
defendants  here  were  not  out  of  possession,  nor  were  they  entirely 
without  title.  The  only  ground  for  imputing  misconduct  in  them  was 
that  though  they  knew  that  their  power  of  making  a  title  free  from 
encumbrances  was  precarious,  as  depending  on  the  stability  of  tho 
lady's  mind,  they  nevertheless  put  up  the  property  for  sale ;  but  the 
jury  have  found  that  this  was  done  bonS  fide  ana  done  reasonably, 
and  it  is  impossible,  I  think,  to  say  as  a  matter  of  law  that  there  is 
misconduct  m  putting  property  up  to  sale  without  disclosing  every 
material  fact,  as  if  it  was  a  case  of  marine  insurance.  And  lastly, 
though  the  defendants  had  not  the  complete  legal  title  at  the  time  they 
put  the  property  up  for  sale,  Pounsett  v.  Fuller,  17  Com.  B.  660  (E. 
C.  L.  B.  vol.  84),  is  a  distinct  authority  that  in  the  absence  of  miscon* 
duct  that  does  not  bring  the  case  within  the  exception. 

I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must  be  made  absolute,  and 
in  this  judgment  my  brother  Wightman  concurs. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^I  regret  that  I  am  unable  to  concur  with  my 
learned  brothers  in  holding  that  this  rule  should  be  made  absolute  in 
favour  of  the  defendants.  I  cannot  bring  myself  to  think  that  the 
immunity  which  the  law  allows  to  a  party  contracting  to  sell  real 
estate  in  the  event  of  his  being  unable  to  make  out  a  title,  from  all 
♦5961  ^^^^^^^*y  ^^  ^^  breach  of  his  contract  beyond  the  *expen9es 
-'  incurred  in  investigating  the  title,  can  properly  be  extended  to 
a  case  like  the  present. 

That  immunity  is  in  itself  an  anomaly.  It  probably  had  its  origin 
in  the  difficulty  in  which,  in  the  complicated  and  highly  artificial  state 
of  our  law  relating  to  real  property,  an  owner  of  real  estate  having 
contracted  to  sell  is  too  frequently  placed  from  not  being  able  to  make 
out  a  title  such  as  a  purchaser  would  be  bound  or  willing  to  take. 
The  hardship  which  would  be  imposed  on  a  bonfi  fide  vendor  if,  upon 
some  legal  flaw  appearing  in  his  title,  he  were  held  liable  in  all  the 
consequences  which  would  attach  upon  a  breach  of  contract  relating 
to  personalty,  and  the  difficulty  which  might  be  thrown  in  the  way 
of  bringing  real  property  into  the  market  if  the  full  liability  attached 
in  such  a  case,  have  probably,  by  an  understanding  and  usage  among 
those  engaged  in  the  transfer  of  estates,  led  to  this  exception  to  the 
general  law.  But  I  can  see  no  reason,  in  the  absence  of  authority,  for 
extending  the  exception  to  parties  who,  knowing  that  they  have  not 
any  present  estate  to  convey,  take  upon  themselves  to  sell,  in  the 
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specoktive  belief  that  they  will  be  able  to  procure  an  iatereat  and 
title  before  thej  are  called  upon  to  execute  the  conveyance.  There 
is  an  obTious  difference  between  an  owner  who  knows  that  he  alone 
is  entitled  to  an  estate  and  has  a  right  to  sell  it,  although  he  maj  fail 
to  make  out  a  sufficient  title,  and  a  person  who,  not  having  the  estate, 
takes  upon  him  to  sell  on  the  expectation  of  acquiring  the  estate  in 
time  and  making  out  a  title.  The  cases  of  Hopkins  v.  Grazebrook,  6 
6.  k  C.  31  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  13),  and  Bobinson  v.  Harman,  1  Exch. 
doO,t  &ro  direct  authorities  for  saying  that  a  person  disposing  of  real 
estate  to  which  he  has  no  present  *right,  although  under  a  bonfi  r«RQ7 
fide  belief  that  the  right  will  be  acquired  in  time  to  fulfil  the  '- 
contract,  will  be  liable  to  the  full  extent.  These  cases  appear  to  me 
to  be  directly  in  point.  Their  authority  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
shaken  by  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  rleas  in  Pounsett  v. 
Fuller,  17  C.  B.  660  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  84).  For  although  in  that  case 
the  defendant,  who  was  held  not  to  be  liable  in  the  full  extent  of 
damages,  had  been  unable  to  fulfil  his  contract  in  consequence  of  not 
having  the  legal  estate,  he  was  in  possession  and  had  an  equitable 
interest,  and  believed  himself  under  the  circumstances  to  be  in  a  con- 
dition to  convey  according  to  his  agreement. 

But  the  present  defendants  knew  themselves  to  have  neither  the 
legal  nor  the  equitable  estate  in  the  land  which  they  contracted  to  sell 
to  the  plaintiff.  They  were  trustees  under  a  devise  which  was  in- 
operative, in  consequence  of  the  land  of  which  the  devisor  had  taken 
upon  himself  to  dispose  being  vested  in  trustees  under  a  settlement. 
They  knew  that,  without  the  consent  of  the  cestui  que  trust  (the 
testator's  widow)  and  her  trustees  to  abandon  the  settlement,  and  their 
concurr jnce  in  the  sale,  they  the  defendants  had  no  right  or  power  to 
convey  the  land ;  and  though  it  is  true  they  had  obtained  the  assent 
of  the  cestui  que  trust,  and  had  every  reason  to  believe  that  that 
assent  would  not  be  revoked,  and  that  the  trustees  under  the  settle- 
ment would  concur  in  the  sale,  they  equally  knew  that  none  of  those 
parties  were  under  any  obligation,  legal  or  equitable,  to  join  in  the 
conveyance,  while  without  them  no  title  could  possibly  be  made. 
They  were,  therefore,  contracting  to  sell  at  a  time  when  they  knew 
they  had  no  power  to  sell,  and  no  more  than  the  expectation  of  making 
oat  a  title.  The  *ca8e  appears  to  me  not  within  the  rule  as  rtKQo 
settled  in  Flureau  v.  Thornhill,  2  W.  Bl.  1078,  but  within  the  ^  ^^^ 
exception  engrafted  on  that  rule  as  established  by  the  oases  of  Hop- 
kins V.  Grazebrook,  6  B.  &  C.  81  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  18),  and  Robinson 
V.  Harman,  1  Exch.  850,t  to  which  I  have  before  referred. 

In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  damages 
assessed  by  the  jury  in  respect  of  the  loss  he  has  sustained  by  the 
non-completion  of  the  sale.  Rule  absolute* 
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The  IBISH  PEAT  COMPANY  v.  PHILLIPS.    Fd>.  18. 

Company  incorporated  by  charier. — Deed  of  settlement — Shareholder. — Letter  ofaUot' 
ment, — Signing  of  deed, — Register, — Numbering  of  shares. — Calls. — Action, 

Tb«  deolaration  stated  that  the  deitedaot  was  the  holder  of  fifty  shares  in  the  plaintills' 
Company,  and  indebted  in  respect  of  seven  calls,  whereby  an  action  had  aocmed  to  the  plsla- 
tCfls  against  him  under  and  by  virtue  of  their  deed  of  settlement  Pleas.  1.  Never  indebted. 
i.  That  the  defendant  was  not  the  holder  of  the  shares.  3.  That  the  deed  was  not  his  deed. 
Beplication  to  the  third  plea,  setting  out  the  charter  of  incorporation,  whereby  Her  MtjetXj 
willed  that  the  capital  should  be  120,000/.  divided  into  6000  shares :  that  all  the  proprieton  of 
the  stock  of  the  corporation  should  execute  a  deed  of  settlement  whereby  the  capital  should  be 
divided  into  those  shares,  to  be  numbered  in  regular  succession,  beginning  with  1,  and  whereby 
they  should  enter  into  covenants  for  payment  of  the  sums  subscribed  by  them  when  called  for : 
that  such  a  deed  was  executed  (various  clauses  were  set  forth),  and  that  the  defendant  was  a 
•harefaolder,  and  had  paid  certain  calls.  Before  the  charter  was  grmnted  the  broken  to  the 
Company  put  down  the  name  of  the  defendant,  without  his  authority,  as  an  applicant  for  shares, 
and  the  promoters  allotted  to  him  fifty  shares,  and  sent  an  allotment  letter  informing  him 
thereof,  and  requiring  a  deposit  of  11.  per  share,  adding,  "and  on  your  execution  of  the 
deed  prepared  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the  Royal  charter,  you  will  be  entitled 
to  fifty  share  certificates  of  the  Company."  The  defendant  paid  the  deposit  of  1/.  a  share. 
The  charter  was  afterwards  granted,  and  the  deed  prepared  and  executed  by  many  share- 
holders, but  not  by  the  defendant.  In  the  deed  were  the  following  clauses,  which  wers 
substantially  the  same  as  those  contained  in  the  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act, 
1845,  8  A  9  Vict  c.  16 : — 3.  The  shares  shaH  be  numbered  in  regular  succession,  beginning 
with  1;  and  every  share  shall  be  distinguished  by  its  separate  numberl — 5.  Srery  penon 
who  shall  have  subscribed  the  prescribed  sum  to  the  capital,  or  shall  otherwise  have  beeone 
entitled  to  a  share  of  the  same,  and  whose  name  shall  have  been  entered  on  the  register 
of  shareholders,  shtfll  be  deemed  a  shareholder. — 6.  The  corporation  shall  keep  a  book  to 
be  called  **  The  Register  of  Shareholders,"  in  which  shall  be  entered  the  names  of  the  per- 
sons entitled  to  shares,  together  with  the  number  of  shares  to  which  such  persons  are  entitled, 
distinguishing  each  share  by  its  number,  and  the  amount  of  instalments  paid  on  such  share.*- 
8.  A  certificate  of  ownership,  under  the  corporation  seal,  shall  be  delivered  to  each  shareholder ; 
and  such  certificate  shall  specify  the  share  in  the  undertaking  to  which  such  shareholder  is 
entitled. — 65.  In  an  action  fbr  calls,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  declare  that  the  defendant  is  owner 
of  one  share  or  more  "  (stating  Uie  number  of  shares),"  and  is  indebtod  in  respect  of  one  call 
or  more,  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  corporation  by  virtue  of  the  deed. — 66.  Ob  the 
trial  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  prove  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  call,  was  a  holder  of 
one  share  or  more. — It  was  represented  by  the  prospectus  issued  shortly  before  the  date  of  tbe 
charter,  and  by  the  letter  of  allotment^  that  no  more  than  three  calls  should  be  made  until  the 
Company's  works  should  be  in  operation.  The  defendant  had  paid  four  calls,  but  refused  to 
pay  the  calls  in  question^ 

1.  Held  by  this  Court,  and  affirmed  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  shares  were  net  created 
<so  as  to  make  the  alleged  owner  liable  to  calls.  ^ 

2.  Held,  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  shareholder,  as  be  had 
Qot  executed  the  deed  of  eeltlement 

8.  SembU,  that  alter  aeoeptanee  of  the  shares  and  payment  of  tht  calls,  especially  the  call 
made  after  these  specified  in  the  prospectus  and  letter  of  allotment,  and  the  correspondence  ia 
which  he  was  treated  as  a  holder  of  shares,  and  as  he  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  charter  and 
the  deed,  the  defendant  could  not  say,  as  against  the  other  shareholders  and  the  Company, 
that  he  was  not  a  shareholder  by  reason  of  the  stipulations  in  the  prospectus  and  letter  of 
allotment  not  having  been  carried  out 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  692Z.  0*.  llcZ.,  alleged  to  be  due  from 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintifib  for  calls  upon  shares  in  the  plaintiff' 
Company  of  which  tne  defendant  was  alleged  to  be  the  holder,  and 
for  interest  upon  the  calls  in  arrear.  By  consent  a  case  was  stated 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court ;  the  pleadings  were  to  form  part  of  the 
case. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  was  the  holder  of  fifty 
shares  in  The  Irish  Peat  Company,  and  was  indebted  to  the  corpora- 
tion in  6002.,  in  respect  of  seven  calls  upon  each  of  the  said  fifty 
:8hares,  whereby  an  action  had  accrued  to  the  plaintifiii  against  the 
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defendant  under  and  by  virtue  df  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the   r^gnn 
^Irish  Peat  Company,  dated,  &c.    There  were  also  counts  for  *• 
interest,  and  on  account  stated. 

Pleas  (among  others):  1.  To  the  whole  declaration,  Never  indebted. 
2.  To  the  first  count,  that  the  defendant  was  not  at  the  times  of  the 
making  of  the  calls  the  holder  of  the  shares.  8.  To  the  first  count, 
that  the  deed  of  settlement  was  not  his  deed. 

Replication  to  the  third  plea.  That  the  plaintiffs  were  a  cor- 
poration incorporated  by  Her  Majesty's  Boyal  charter  of  incorpo- 
ration under  the  great  seal  of  the  tfnited  feinffdom,  bearing  date 
the  12th  April,  1851 ;  and  by  the  said  Royal  charter  Her  Majesty 
(among  other  things)  willed  that  the  capital  or  joint  stock  of  the 
corporation  to  be  used  and  applied  in  establishing  and  carrying 
on  the  undertaking,  and  for  the  purposes  therein  mentioned,  should 
consist  of  the  sum  of  120,000?.,  divided  into  6000  shares  of  20Z. 
each ;  and  Her  Majesty  thereby  further  directed  that  J.  M.,  W.  D.  O., 
and  J.  W.,  and  all  other  the  proprietors  for  the  time  being  of  the 
stock  of  the  said  corporation,  should,  within  six  calendar  months  of 
the  date  of  the  said  charter,  enter  into  and  execute  a  proper  deed  of 
copartnership  and  settlement,  whereby  the  capital  of  the  Company 
should  be  divided  into  the  aforesaid  number  of  shares,  to  be  num- 
bered in  regular  succession,  beginning  with  1,  and  whereby  all  the 
proprietors  for  the  time  bein^  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation  should 
enter  into  proper  covenants  for  the  payment  of  the  sums  subscribed 
for  by  them  respectively,  and  which  should  then  remain  unpaid,  as 
and  when  the  same  should  be  called  for  by  the  Board  of  Directors 
having  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  corporation,  and  whereby 
provision  should  be  made  for  the  registration  of  the  names  of  all  the 
•proprietors  of  the  corporation  from  time  to  time  in  proper  r#gA-i 
books  to  be  provided  for  that  purpose,  &c.  And  Her  Majesty  *■ 
did  thereby  further  declare  that  the  several  regulations  to  be  con- 
tained in  the  said  deed  should  be  taken  to  be  the  existing  regulations 
of  the  corporation  excepting  so  far  as  the  same  might  be  varied  or 
altered,  or  might  be  repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  Royal 
diarter,  or  to  the  laws  and  statutes  of  Her  realm.  Averment  (among 
others),  that  the  proprietors  at  the  time  being  of  the  stock  of  the 
corporation  did,  within  the  time  limited,  enter  into  and  execute  a 
proper  deed  of  settlement  in  accordance  with  and  as  directed  by  the 
Koyal  charter.  [The  replication  then  set  forth  the  5th,  6th,  68d,  64th, 
and  65th  clauses  or  regulations  contained  in  the  deed.]  Averment, 
that  at  the  time  of  the  said  calls  being  made  and  becoming  payable, 
and  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  the  defendant  was  a  share- 
holder of  the  corporation  within  the  meaning  of  the  first-mentioned 
dause  or  regulation,  and  had  paid  certain  other  instalments  of,  and 
calls  upon,  the  said  shares. 

Issue  thereon. 

The  Irish  Peat  Company  are  a  corporation  incorporated  bv  Royal 
charter,  dated  the  12th  April,  1851,  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of 
the  chemical  products  derived  from  the  manufacture  of  peat.  The 
obarter,  which  either  party  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  refer  to,  as  if  it 
formed  part  of  the  case,  contained,  among  others,  a  clause  incorporat- 
ing the  Company ;  a  clause  directing  that  the  Board  of  Directors,  to  be 
constituted  as  provided  by  the  deed  thereinafter  directed  to  be  executed, 
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should  have  power  and  aathority,  among  other  things,  ''  to  do  all  acts 
which  they  shall  consider  necessary  for  the  well  ordering  of  the  a&irs 
♦6021  ^^  ^^®  corporation,  and  to  execute  *all  the  powers,  in  relation 
-I  to  the  said  corporation,  as  if  the  same  were  done  with  the 
assent  of  the  whole  body,  so  far  as  the  same  be  done  in  conformity  to 
the  provisions  of  these  presents  and  of  the  deed  hereinafter  mentioned, 
or  any  supplemental  deed."  Also  the  following  clauses  or  provisions: — 

"And  we  will  that  the  capital  or  joint  stock  of  the  corporation  to 
be  used  and  applied  in  establishing  and  carrying  on  the  undertaking, 
and  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  shall  consist  of  the  sum  of  120,000t 
sterling,  divided  into  6000  shares  of  201.  each,  and  of  such  further 
sum  not  exceeding  in  the  whole,  with  the  said  sum  of  120,0001,  the 
sum  of  800,000Z.,  as  may  be  determined  on  by  the  shareholders  of  the 
said  corporation  at  any  special  general  meeting  to  be  convened  for  the 
said  purpose  under  the  authority  for  that  purpose  to  be  contained  in 
the  deed. 

"And  we  do  hereby  further  direct  that  the  sum  of  60,000i  at  the 
least  of  the  original  capital  or  stock  of  the  said  corporation  shall  be 
subscribed  for  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  date  of  these 
presents,  and  that  12,0002.  of  such  sum  of  60,000/.  at  the  least  shall 
be  paid  up  within  such  period;  and  that  such  subscription  and  pay- 
ment of  capital  shall  be  in  addition  to  any  part  of  the  capital  which 
may  be  taken  in  payment  for  the  purchase  of  the  said  patent  rights 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  to  be  executed  as  after-men- 
tioned. 

"And  we  do  hereby  direct  that  the  said  J.  M.,  W.  D.  O.,  and  J. 
W.,  and  all  other  the  proprietors  for  the  time  being  of  the  stock  of 
the  said  corporation  shall,  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  date 
of  these  presents,  enter  into  and  execute  a  proper  deed  of  copartner- 
*6031  ®^^P  *°^  settlement,  whereby  the  capital  ♦of  the  said  Company 
-I  shall  be  divided  into  the  aforesaid  number  of  shares,  to  be 
numbered  in  regular  succession,  beginning  with  1,  upwards,  and 
whereby  all  the  proprietors  for  the  time  being  of  the  stock  of  the  said 
corporation  shall  enter  into  proper  covenants  for  the  payment  of  the 
sums  subscribed  for  by  them  respectively,  and  which  shall  then 
remain  unpaid,  as  and  when  the  same  shall  be  called  for  by  the  Board 
of  Directors  having  the  management  of  the  affairs  of  the  said  corpo- 
ration, and  whereby  provisions  shall  be  made  for  the  registration  of 
the  names  of  all  the  proprietors  of  the  corporation  from  time  to  time 
in  proper  books  to  be  provided  for  that  purpose,  and  for  the  manage- 
ment of  the  affairs  of  the  said  corporation  by  a  Board  of  Directors 
to  be  named  first  in  the  said  deed,  and  thereafter  to  be  elected  by  the 
shareholders  in  general  meeting  assembled  as  therein  to  be  provided, 
and  wherein  shall  be  also  inserted  all  such  other  clauses  and  provi- 
sions as  may  be  usual  and  expedient  in  the  like  cases. 

"  And  we  do  hereby  further  declare  that  the  several  regulations  to 
be  contained  in  the  said  deed  or  in  any  supplemental  deed  to  be  made 
and  executed  as  in  the  said  deed  hereby  directed  to  be  entered  into 
shall  be  provided,  shall  be  taken  to  be  the  existing  regulations  of  the 
said  corporation,  excepting  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  altered  or  varied, 
or  may  be  repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  this  our  Boyal  charter,  or 
the  laws  and  statutes  of  our  realm. 
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"And  furtlier  we  hereby  will  and  declare  that  in  case  the  said  cor- 
poration shall  fail  to  enter  into  and  execute  such  deed  of  settlement 
as  aforesaid,  and  to  deposit  a  copy  thereof  within  the  period  before 
limited  in  that  behalf,  or  in  case  such  parts  of  the  capital  as  is  rtaru, 
♦hereinbefore  provided  for  shall  not  be  subscribea  for  and  ^ 
paid  up  respectively  as  is  hereinbefore  provided ;  or  in  case  the  said 
corporation  shall  not  comply  with  all  other  the  directions  and  condi- 
tions in  these  our  letters  patent  contained ;  or  in  case  the  President 
of  the  said  Board  of  Trade  shall  at  an^  time  report  to  us  that  the 
said  corporation  has  departed  from  or  is  not  fulfilling  the  purposes 
for  which  the  same  has  been  incorporated,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  us, 
our  heirs  and  successors,  by  any  writing  under  the  great  seal,  or 
under  the  sign  manual  of  us,  our  heirs  and  successors,  to  revoke  and 
make  void  this  our  Boyal  charter,  and  everv  clause,  matter,  and  thing 
therein  contained,  either  absolutelv  or  under  such  terms  and  condi- 
tions as  we  or  they  shall  think  fit." 

The  deed  of  copartnership  and  settlement  regulating  the  Company 
(which  either  party  was  to  De  at  liberty  to  refer  to  as  if  it  formed  part 
of  the  case)  bore  date  the  8th  July,  1851,  and  contained  (among  others) 
the  following  articles  or  clauses. 

"1.  That  the  capital  or  joint  stock  of  the  corporation  shall  consist 
of  the  sum  of  120,000Z.  sterling,  divided  into  6000  shares  of  20L 
each,  and  of  such  further  sum  not  exceeding  in  the  whole,  with  the 
said  sum  of  120,000/.,  the  sum  of  300,000/.,  as  may  be  determined  on 
by  the  shareholders  as  after  mentioned. 

**  3.  That  the  shares  shall  be  numbered  in  regular  succession,  be- 
ginning with  1 ;  and  every  share  shall  be  distinguished  by  its  sepa- 
rate number ;  and  all  shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  the  corporation 
shall,  in  equity,  as  between  the  shareholders  and  their  real  and  per- 
sonal representatives,  be  considered  as  personal  estate,  and  be  trans- 
missible as  such. 

**5.  That  every  person  who  shall  have  subscribed  the  ♦pre-  r^^nr 
scribed  sum  or  upwards  to  the  capital  of  the  corporation,  or  ^  ^ 
shall  otherwise  have  become  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  same,  and 
whose  name  shall  have  been  entered  on  the  register  of  shareholders, 
shall  be  deemed  a  shareholder  of  the  corporation. 

"  6.  That  the  corporation  shall  keep  a  oook,  to  be  called  '  The  Re- 
gister of  Shareholders,'  in  which  shall  be  distinctly  entered,  from  time 
to  time,  the  names  of  the  several  corporations,  and  the  names  and 
addresses,  titles,  professions,  trades,  or  businesses  of  the  several  per- 
sons entitled  to  shares  in  the  corporation,  together  with  the  number 
of  shares  to  which  such  corporation,  or  such  persons,  shall  be  respect- 
ively entitled,  distinguishing  each  share  by  its  number,  and  the  amount 
of  instalments  paid  on  such  shares,  and  the  surnames  or  corpornte 
names  of  the  said  shareholders  shall  be  placed  in  alphabetical  order 
in  an  index  to  such  book,  and  such  book  shall  be  authenticated  by 
the  common  seal  of  the  corporation  being  afiixed  thereto,  and  such 
authentication  shall  take  place  at  the  first  annual  general  meeting,  or 
at  the  next  subsequent  meeting  of  the  corporation,  and  so  from  time 
to  time  at  every  annual  general  or  next  subsequent  meeting ;  but  in 
case  at  any  time  it  shall  happen  that  any  authentication  shall  be 
required  of  such  book  in  such  urgency  as  to  time  as  to  make  it  incon- 
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venient  or  injurious  to  the  interests  of  the  corporation  to  wait  for  the 
same  being  made  at  such  annual  general  meeting,  then  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  board  to  affix  such  seal,  and  to  make  such  authentica- 
tion of  their  own  authority  at  any  meeting  of  the  board  whereat  not 
less  than  five  members  shall  be  present,  and  such  authentication  shall 
be  valid  and  effectual  to  all  intents  and  purposes ;  but  such  book  shall 
*80fil  ^®  produced  for  'authentication,  and  be  authenticated,  at  the 
J  next  annual  general  or  next  subsequent  meeting  of  the  corpo- 
ration, in  the  same  way  as  if  such  authentication  by  the  council  had 
not  taken  place,  and  the  reasons  for  such  special  authentication  shall 
be  then  stated  or  reported  to  such  meeting. 

"  8.  That  a  certificate  of  ownership  (which  may  be  in  the  form  set 
forth  in  the  Schedule  A.  to  these  presents^  under  the  corporation  seal, 
shall  be  delivered  gratis  to  each  shareholder,  upon  application  for  the 
same  at  the  office  of  the  secretary ;  and  such  certificate  shall  specify 
the  share  in  the  undertaking  to  which  such  shareholder  is  entitled; 
and,  if  such  certificate  shall  be  proved  to  be  lost  or  destroyed,  the 
council  may  grant  a  new  one,  or,  if  it  shall  be  worn  out  or  damaged, 
the  board  may  order  it  to  be  cancelled,  and  grant  a  new  one,  and  for 
each  such  substituted  certificate  the  corporation  may  demand  any  sum 
not  exceeding  is. ;  and  every  ^uch  substituted  certificate  shall  be 
entered  by  the  secretary  in  the  shareholders'  register,  and  such  cer- 
tificate shall  be  primal  facie  evidence  of  the  title  of  the  shareholder, 
his  executors,  administrators,  successors,  or  assigns,  to  the  share 
therein  specified :  nevertheless  the  want  of  such  certificate  shall  not 
prevent  the  holder  of  any  share  from  disposing  thereof. 

*'  9.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every  shareholder  and  every  person 
claiming  in  his  or  her  right  in  any  way  howsoever  (with  the  consent 
of  the  board  as  hereinafter  provided  by  clause  16  of  these  presents), 
until  the  sum  of  61,  shall  be  paid  thereon,  and  after  the  sum  of  5/. 
shall  be  paid  thereon,  then  at  his  or  her  absolute  discretion,  to  sell 
and  transfer  by  deed  duly  stamped,  in  which  the  consideration  shall 
be  truly  stated,  and  which  deed  of  transfer  may  be  in  the  form  in 
♦6071  Schedule  B.  to  *these  presents  annexed  (or  such  other  form  as 
J  the  board  shall  prescribe,  or  as  the  board  shall  think  fit  in  any 
particular  case  to  permit),  any  shares  to  which  he  or  they  shall  be 
entitled,  or  any  of  them,  to  any  person  or  persons,  subject  neverthe- 
less to  the  conditions  or  restrictions  herein  contained,  and  the  same 
when  duly  executed  shall  be  delivered  to  the  secretary  or  other  pro- 
per officer  of  the  corporation,  and  be  kept  by  him ;  and  he  shall  enter 
a  memorial  thereof  in  a  book  to  be  kept  at  the  offices  of  the  corpora- 
tion aforesaid,  and  to  be  called  '  The  Register  of  Transfers/  and  shall 
endorse  such  entry  on  the  deed  of  transfer,  and  shall  on  demand  deli- 
ver a  certificate  of  such  transfer  to  the  purchaser  in  the  form  in  the 
Schedule  C.  to  these  presents  annexed,  or  to  the  like  effi^ct;  and  for 
every  such  entry,  together  with  such  endorsement  and  certificate,  the 
corporation  shall  be  entitled  to  a  sum  not  exceeding  25.,  and  such 
deed  so  endorsed  shall  be  sufficient  evidence  of  the  consent  of  the 
board,  and  until  such  transfer  has  been  so  delivered  to  the  secretary 
as  aforesaid,  the  vendor  of  the  share  shall  continue  liable  to  the  cor- 
poration for  any  calls  that  may  be  made  upon  such  share,  and  the 
purchaser  of  the  share  shall  not  be  entitled  to  receive  any  part  of  the 
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profits  of  the  institution,  or  to  vote  in  respect  of  such  ^llare.  Bui 
DO  shareholder  shall  be  entitled  to  transfer  any  share,  after  any  oall 
shall  have  been  made  in  respect  thereof,  until  he  shall  have  paia  such 
call  and  all  other  calls  for  the  time  being  due  on  every  share  held  by 
him.  And  it  is  hereby  declared  that  every  purchaser  or  transferrer 
of  shares  shall,  in  respect  of  the  shares  purchased  by  or  transferred 
to  him,  and  at  his  own  expense,  when  required  by  the  said  board, 
execute  this  deed,  or  enter  into  a  deed  of  covenant  with  the  corpora- 
tion to  observe,  fulfil,  and  perform  all  the  clauses,  *couditions,  r^aQo 
and  stipulations  herein  contained  as  by  the  said  board  shall  be  ^ 
required ;  and  until  he  shall  do  so,  his  rights  and  privileges  of  voting 
and  receiving  dividends  shall  remain  in  suspense :  but  from  the  timQ 
of  his  name  being  entered  on  the  register  of  shareholders  or  register 
of  transfers,  he  shall  be  liable  to  aU  calls  thereafter  in  respect  of  his 
share  or  shares,  and  to  all  duties  and  obligations  in  respect  thereof.^'^a) 

21.  [Directions  as  to  convening  extraordinary  meetmgs  and  special 
general  meetings  of  shareholders.] 

23.  [Directions  as  to  the  notice  to  be  given  of  mi^etings  whether 
annual  general,  special  general,  or  extraordinary.] 

''  63.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  board  from  time  to  time  to 
make  such  calls  upon  the  shareholders,  in  respect  of  the  amount  of 
capital  subscribed  or  owing  by  them,  as  they  shall  think  fit.  Pro 
Tided  that,  as  regards  the  first  call,  ten  days'  notixse  at  least  be  given, 
and,  as  regards  all  other  calls,  twenty-one  days'  potice  ^t  the  least  be 
given  of  each  call,  and  that  the  first  call  shall  not  exceed  the  amount 
of  52.  on  every  share,  and  that  each  subsequent  c^l  shall  not  exceed 
the  amount  of  22.  on  every  share,  and  that  successiye  calls  be  not 
made  at  less  than  an  interval  of  two  calendar  months. 

'*  64.  That  the  several  persons  who  now  have  or  hold,  or  shall  at  any 
time,  or  from  time  to  time,  have  or  hold,  any  share  or  shares  in  the 
said  corporation,  shall  pay  the  sum  or  sums  of  money  by  them  re? 
spectively  subscribed,  or  such  part  or  parts  thereof  as  shall  respect- 
ively from  time  to  time  be  called  for  pursuant  to  or  by  virtue  of  the 
powers  and  directions  of  these  presents,  at  such  times  and  places,  and 
to  such  persons  and  in  *such  manner,  as  shall  be  ordered  and  vj^^qa 
directed  by  the  board  for  the  time  being;  and  in  case  any  *• 
shareholder  or  shareholders  shall  neglect  or  refuse  so  to  do,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  the  said  corporation  to  sue  for  and  recover  the  samo 
(together  with  interest  at  the  rate  of  5{.  per  cent,  per  annum),  from 
such  appointed  time  for  payment  and  till  payment  from  such  share- 
holder or  shareholders  respectively,  and  his,  her,  or  their  heirs,  exe- 
ecutors,  or  administrators;  and  in  those  cases  where  two  or  more 
shareholders  shalt  be  jointly  possessed  of  any  one  or  more  share  or 
shares  in  the  said  corporation,  then  from  all,  any,  or  either  of  such 
shareholders,  his,  her,  or  their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators. 

"65.  That  in  any  action  or  suit  to  be  brought  by  th^  corporation 
against  any  shareholder,  to  recover  any  money  due  from  any  call,  it 
shall  not  be  necessary  to  set  forth  the  special  matter ;  but  it  shall  be 
sufficient  for  the  corporation  to  declare  that  the  defendant  is  the  owner 
of  one  share  or  more  in  the  corporation  (stating  the  number  of 

(a)  Tbif  artioI«,  and  the  Sohedules  B.  and  C.  therein  referred  to,  were  not  tet  oot  in  the 
eaie,  bat  were  referred  to  in  the  argument. 
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shares)  and  is  indebted  to  the  corporation  in  tbe  sum  of  money  to 
which  the  calls  and  arrears  shall  amount,  in  respect  of  one  call  or 
more,  upon  one  share  or  more  (stating  the  number  and  amount  of  each 
such  calls)  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  corporation,  by 
virtue  of  these  presents. 

"  66.  That,  on  the  trial  or  hearing  of  such  action  or  suit,  it  shall  be 
sufiBicient  to  prove  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  making  such  call, 
was  a  holder  of  one  share  or  more  in  the  undertaking,  and  that  such 
call  was  in  fact  made,  and  such  notice  thereof  given,  as  is  directed 
by  these  presents ;  and  it  shall  not  be  necessary  to  prove  the  appoint- 
ment of  tne  board  who  made  such  call,  nor  any  other  matter  whatso* 
ever ;  and  thereupon  the  corporation  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  what 
♦6101  ^^^^^  ^®  ^^^  *upon  such  call,  with  interest  thereon,  unless  it 
-I  shall  appear  either  that  any  such  exceeds  the  hereinbefore 
prescribed  amount,  or  that  due  notice  of  such  call  was  not  given,  or 
that  the  interval  prescribed  between  the  successive  calls  had  not 
elapsed. 

88.  [Directions  as  to  the  mode  of  giving  notices  or  sending  letters 
to  shareholders,  and  of  convening  meetings.] 

Schedule  A.,  referred  to  in  Article  8,  is  in  the  following  form : — 
•'  Number  Form  of  Certificate  of  Share. 

"Irish  Peat  Company. 

"This  is  to  certify  that  A.  B.,  of  ,  is  the  holder  of  the 

share  No.  of  The  Irish  Peat  Company,  subject  to  the  regulations 
of  the  sai4  Company. 

"  Given  under  the  common  seal  of  the  said  Company,  the  day 

of  A.  D.  185  ." 

Schedule  B.,  referred  to  in  Article  9,  is  in  the  following  form : — 
"  Form  of  Transfer  of  Shares  or  of  Stock. 

"  I,  A.  B.,  of  ,  a  shareholder  of  the  corporation  called 

The  Irish  Peat  Company,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  paid 

to  me  by  C.  D.,  of  ,  do  hereby  transfer  to  the  said  C.  D. 

share  (or  shares)  numbered  in  the  said  corporation  called 

The  Irish  Peat  Company,  standing  in  my  name  in  the  books  of  the 
same  corporation,  to  hold  to  the  said  C.  D.,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns  (or  successors  and  assigns),  subject  to  the  several 
conditions  on  which  I  held  the  same  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
thereof;  and  I  the  said  C.  D.  do  hereby  agree  to  take  the  said  share, 
subject  to  the  same  conditions. 

"As  witness  our  hands  and  seals,  the        day  of  185  ." 

♦Ain       *Schedule  C,  referred  to  in  Article  9,  is  in  the  following 
**^^J   form:— 

"  Form  of  Certificate  of  Transfer. 
"  Transfer,  No. 

"I,  A.  B.,  secretary  of  the  corporation  incorporated  by  Boyal 
charter,  by  the  name  and  style  of  The  Irish  Peat  Company,  hereby 
certify  that  a  deed  of  conveyance  No.        ,  transfer  shares  in  the 

said  corporation  bearing  the  following  numbers,  viz,,  from        to 
inclusive,  has  been  deposited  and  registered  in  the  books  of  the  cor 
poration,  this  day  of  185  . 

"  Secretary." 

In  the  month  of  March,  1851,  after  all  the  arrangements  had  been  made 
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for  the  Boyal  Charter  of  Incorporation  being  granted,  and  the  terms 
of  the  charter  had  been  settlea,  shortly  before  the  actual  date  of  the 
charter,  the  promoters  of  the  Company  issued  preliminary  prospectuses, 
aad  invited  applications  for  sharea 

One  of  these  prospectuses  came  to  the  hands  of  the  defendant  before 
he  was  informed  that  his  name  had  been  placed  on  the  list  hereinallber 
mentioned. 

The  prospectuses  so  issued  contained,  among  other  things,  the  fol- 
lowing statements. 

''Capital,  120,000;.,  in  6000  shares  of  202.  each,  with  liberty  to 
increase  to  500,000{. 

"  Deposit  on  allotment  of  shares,  2«. 

"Call  on  each  share  on  obtaining  the  charter,  two  pounds;  two 
months  afterwards  a  further  call  of  one  pound,  and  one  pound  more 
at  the  end  of  six  months  from  the  date  of  the  charter.  No  further 
call  until  the  works  are  in  operation,  nor  then  without  the  approval 
of  a  majority  in  value  of  the  shareholders. 

"In  carrying  out  the  views  of  The  Irish  Peat  Company,  it  is  com- 
puted that  a  capital  of  10,0002.  will  be  '''adequate  to  the  erection  ri^/»i  n 
of  an  establishment  provided  with  all  suitable  apparatus  for  ^ 
operating  on  100  tons  of  peat  daily,  or  36,500  tons  per  annum,  and 
that  it  will  also  be  sufficient  to  provide  the  means  of  carrying  on  the 
current  expenses  of  the  manufactory.  The  remaining  portion  of  the 
capital  would  therefore  be  expended  in  the  establishment  of  similar 
works  in  different  parts  of  the  country." 

The  defendant  aid  not  himself  make  any  application  for  shares  in 
the  Company ;  but  Messrs.  Hutchinson  &  Co.,  who  were  the  brokers 
to  the  Company,  without  any  authority  from  the  defendant,  placed 
the  defendant's  name  on  a  list  with  other  names,  as  a  person  to  whom 
shares  might  be  allotted.  Messrs.  Hutchinson  &;  Co.  had  not  at  the 
time  any  direction  or  express  authority  to  place  the  name  of  the 
defendant  on  this  list,  or  to  apply  for  shares  for  him,  but  they  shortly 
afterwards  informed  the  defendant  that  they  had  so  done,  and  he  did 
not  repudiate  or  object  to  what  they  had  done. 

Upon  this  the  Board  of  Directors  allotted  to  the  defendant  50  shares, 
and  communicated  the  fact  to  him  in  the  following  letter  of  allotment, 
▼hich  was  written  on  the  day  it  bears  date,  and  was  received  by  the 
defendant  on  the  following  day. 

"  9,  Old  Jewry  Chambers,  London, 
"The  Irish  Peat  Company,  "  March  24th,  1851. 

"Incorporated  by  Royal  Charter. 

"  Letter  of  Allotment. 

"  Sir.  With  reference  to  your  application  for  shares  in  The  Irish 
Peat  Company,  I  am  directed  to  acquaint  you  that  the  board  having 
now  obtained  a  Boyal  charter  incorporating  the  Company,  and  having, 
with  the  sanction  of  the  Board  of  Trade,  purchased  Mr.  Keece's  patent 
and  all  future  improvements  thereof  for  a  *sixth  of  the  shares  r«gi  o 
in  the  Company  (to  be  held  by  him  as  paid  up),  they  have  '- 
allotted  to  you  50  shares  in  this  Company,  subject  to  the  payment  of 
a  deposit  of  1/.  per  share,  amounting  to  50/.,  which  sum  I  have  to 
request  you  will  pay  to  the  Boyal  British  Bank,  either  at  the  Head 
Office,  16,  Tokenhouse  Yard,  London,  or  the  West  End  Branch 
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i29,  Strand,  Westminster,  when  this  letter  must  be  prodaced,  and  tha 
above-mentioned  payment  made,  on  or  before  the  4th  day  of  April, 

1851,  or  this  letter  will  be  void ;  and  also  subject  to  the  following 
calls  for  payment  in  respect  of  each  share,  viz.,  li.  on  1st  May 
next,  11.  on  1st  July  next,  and  1/.  on  1st  September  next,  but  to  no 
further  call  until  the  works  are  in  full  operation,  nor  then  without 
the  approbation  of  the  majority  in  value  of  the  shareholders. 

"  This  letter  must  be  delivered  up  to  the  Bank  on  payment  of  the 
deposit,  but  on  the  production  of  the  bankers'  receipt  (in  the  form 
annexed)^  and  on  your  execution  of  the  deed  prepared  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Royal  charter,  you  wUl  be  entitled  to  50 
share  certificates  of  the  Company. 

"  I  am.  Sir, 

**  Your  most  obedient  servant, 
«^  Thomas  M'Quiqs,  Secretary. 
"JohnE.  Phillips,  Esq." 

Upon  the  4th  April,  1851,  the  defendant  paid  the  deposit  of  li.  per 
share  upon  the  number  of  shares  so  allotted  to  him,  amounting  to  50/., 
into  The  Royal  British  Bank,  and  delivered  up  to  the  Bank  the  said 
letter  of  allotment.  Upon  the  30th  April,  1851,  the  defendant  paid 
to  the  Company  the  first  call  of  17.  per  share  upon  all  the  said  share.% 
being  that  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  allotment  as  payable  on  the  1st 
*fil41  ^^y*  1851.  Upon  the  24th  July,  1851,  he  paid  the  second 
J  *call  of  It  per  share  upon  all  the  said  shares,  being  that  men- 
tioned in  the  letter  of  allotment  as  payable  on  the  1st  of  July,  1851, 
and  upon  the  5th  September,  1851,  he  naid  the  the  third  call  of  li.  per 
share  upon  all  the  said  shares,  being  tnat  mentioned  in  the  letter  of 
allotment  as  payable  on  the  1st  September,  1851. 

On  the  29th  July,  1852,  a  further  call  was  made  of  21.  per  share, 
payable  by  two  instalments  of  11,  each,  the  first  on  the  1st  September, 

1852,  and  the  second  on  the  1st  November,  1852.  Due  notice  of  this 
call  was  given  to  the  defendant,  and  he  paid  the  first  instalment  of 
the  call,  upon  the  number  of  the  shares  so  allotted  to  him  as  aforesaid, 
upon  the  4th  September,  1852,  and  the  second  instalment  upon  the 
80th  October,  1852. 

The  defendant  made  these  several  payments  in  the  belief  that  the 
statements  contained  in  the  said  prospectus  and  letter  of  allotment,  as 
to  the  times  when  calls  beyond  the  first  41  would  be  made,  would  be 
acted  upon  by  the  Company. 

Shortly  after  the  incorporation  of  the  Company,  and  after  payment 
of  the  said  deposit  and  first  call,  the  name  of  the  defendant  was  entered 
by  the  secretary  of  the  Company  upon  the  register  of  shareholders  in 
the  following  form : — 


BogUtor. 
No.  100. 

BE( 

Nftino. 
John  E.  Pfaillipt. 

}ISTSB  OF 

&Bai8TSR 

Reaidenoo. 

Stock 
Bzchftnge. 

SHAESHO^DEI 

IBD  SbABXS. 

DeaoriptioD. 
Stockbroker. 

LS. 

No.  of 

Shaves. 

60 

Nambered 

frOfll 

to 

Calls  Paid. 

1,  2, 3,  4,  6,  6,  r,  8,  8. 

Remarki. 

Seal  of 

60,  50,  60,  60,  60,  6 
CompAny. 

0. 
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And  subsequently  the  name  of  the  d^ndant  was  entered  upon  a 
second  register  in  the  following  form : — 


REGISTER  OF  SHAREHOLDERS. 


RiaiSTSRKD  Sdarkb. 


B«guttr. 


Naae. 
Joha  B.  PhUlipB. 


Residence. 
Stock 

E.O. 


Deicription. 
Stockbroker. 


No.  of 

Sharef. 

60 


Remarkt. 


Numbered 
from 
to 


Calls  Paid. 

No.  1,  8,9,10,1st;  10,  Sdi- 
ll,  let ;  11, 2d,  13th,  ISth, 
14tb. 

(L.1.)' 

No  other  registers  were  ever  kept  by  the  Company;  but  these 
registers  have  been  from  time  to  time  regularly  authenticated,  as 
required  by  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  the  second  register  is  that 
kept  by  the  Company  as  the  register  of  the  present  shareholders  of 
the  Company.    ^ 

Except  in  the  above  two  instances  the  defendant's  name  does  not 
appear  in  the  register  books  of  the  Company,  and  there  are  no  state- 
ments in  such  registers  of  the  times  when  the  defendant's  name  was 
entered  in  them  respectively. 

The  defendant  never  attended  any  meeting  of  the  Company,  nor 
ever  interfered  in  any  way,  nor  did  anything  whatever  in  respect  of 
the  a&irs  of  the  Company,  except  making  the  several  payments  here- 
inbefore mentioned. 

He  never  executed  the  deed  of  settlement,  nor  was  he  asked  to  do 
80  till  the  26th  day  of  March,  1856.  He  never  saw  or  knew  the  con* 
tents  of  the  charter  or  deed  of  settlement  till  after  the  commencement 
of  this  action.  He  never  applied  for  or  received  the  certificates  for 
anj  shares^  and  no  particular  or  numbered  shares  were  ever  allotted 
to  him,  or  ever  stood  in  his  name  in  the  register  of  shareholders  or  in 
anj  books  of  the  Company. 

A  sum  exceeding  60,000t  of  the  original  capital  of  the  Company 
was  subscribed  for  within  six  calendar  *months  from  the  date  r*/*-!  g 
of  the  charter;  but  12,0001  of  such  sum  was  not  paid  within  *■ 
that  period,  nor  had  that  amount  been  paid  until  the  month  of  July, 
1852. 

This  fact,  and  the  extent  to  which  the  Company  had  carried  on 
business,  and  the  position  of  their  works  at  the  time,  were  communi- 
cated by  the  directors  to  the  shareholders  at  a  special  general  meeting 
of  the  Company  on  the  4th  May,  1853,  duly  convened  for  the  follow- 
ing purposes ;  viz., 

"To  read  the  report  of  the  directors  upon  the  progress  of  the 
enlarged  works,  their  present  state,  and  the  position  and  prospects 
generally  of  the  Company. 

''  The  report  of  the  late  auditors  upon  the  Company's  accounts  up 
to  July.  1852. 

"  And  to  appoint  auditors  for  the  current  year." 

The  statements  in  the  above  report  relating  to  the  amount  sub- 
Bcribed,  and  to  the  extent  to  which  the  Company  had  carried  on  busi- 
ness, and  the  position  of  their  works>  at  the  time  when  the  said  report 
was  made,  are  as  follows : — 


it 
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"From  10,000i  to  12,000Z.,  being  considered  a  sufficient  sum  to 
test  the  commercial  value  of  the  patent  in  furnaces  of  sufficiently  large 
dimensions,  calls  amounting  to  421  per  share  were  made  upon  3425 
shares,  being  the  number  upon  which  deposits  were  paid  by  the  sub- 
scribers. 

These  calls  produced  about  12,000Z.  up  to  July  last. 
Up  to  last  Summer  the  works  were  on  a  scale,  which,  while  they 
were  intended  to  admit  of  enlargement,  was  calculated  for  little  more 
than  experiment,  and,  being  experimental,  they  did  not  go  on  con- 
tinuously for  any  length  of  time ;  and,  &om  last  July,  when  their 
enlargement  was  determined  on,  they  have,  of  course,  been  but  little 
worked. 

♦6171  *"^*  should  be  known  that  these  erections  and  machinery 
^  compose  a  whole  which  can  only  be  worked  together,  and  there- 
fore, from  the  month  of  August  or  September  last,  they  have  wholly 
ceased  working.  When  they  are  recommenced,  however,  a  few  weeks 
only  need  elapse  before  all  the  results  of  a  commercial  undertaking 
may  be  reasonably  expected." 

In  the  auditors'  report,  from  the  commencement  of  the  Company  to 
the  80th  June,  1852,  which  formed  part  of  the  report  read  at  the  above 
meeting,  is  the  following  paragraph  :— 

•'  The  2001,  given  to  Mr.  Hills  as  part  payment  of  calls  on  the  fifty 
shares  held  by  him,  for  his  experiments  at  Dartmoor,  and  to  obtain 
his  services  as  a  director,  being  a  peculiar  application  of  the  capital 
of  the  Company,  we  think  it  should  be  brought  under  notice,  although 
we  are  satisfied  the  directors  formed  the  resolution  on  this  subject  with 
the  best  intentions," 

The  defendant  did  not  attend  this  meeting,  but  subsequently  received 
a  printed  report  of  it,  and  then  for  the  first  time  became  aware  of  the 
above  facts  mentioned  in  the  said  reports. 

[The  case  then  stated  that  between  October,  1852,  and  January, 
1858,  seven  further  calls  were  made.] 

The  works  of  the  Company  were  not  in  full  operation  till  the  month 
of  January,  1855,  and  all  the  last  seven  calls  were  made  by  the 
directors,  and  not  by  a  general  meeting,  or  by  the  vote  of  the  majority 
in  value  of  the  shareholders. 

Due  notice  of  the  seven  last  calls  was  given  to  the  defendant,  but 
he  did  not  pay  any  of  them,  and  the  plaintiffs  claimed  from  him  in 
this  action  the  amount  of  those  seven  calls,  except  the  second  instal- 
ment of  the  last  of  them,  and  also  interest  at  the  rate  of  5^.  per  cent 
*6181  *P^^  annum  from  the  days  when  the  same  were  respectively 
•'  payable. 

The  various  applications  for  payment  by  the  Company,  through 
their  secretaries  or  attorneys  for  the  time  being,  and  the  replies  of  the 
defendant  through  his  attorneys  Messrs.  C.  &  J.  A.  Morgan,  are  showa 
by  the  following  letters : — 

*'  61,  Moorgate  Street,  3d  November,  1853. 

"Sir.  I  am  instructed  by  the  court  of  directors  of  The  Irish  Peat 
Company  to  apply  to  you  for  immediate  payment  of  the  sum  of  50^., 
being  the  amount  of  calls  upon  the  shares  you  now  hold  in  that  Com- 
pany, and  to  inform  you  that  unless  that  sum,  together  with  6$,  idy 
my  charge  for  this  application,  be  paid  to  me  in  the  course  of  thi» 
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▼eek,  l^al  proceedings  will  forthwith  be  commenced  against  yon  for 
the  recovery  thereof,  without  further  notice. 

"  I  am,  Sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

"  H.  Empson, 
"John  E.  Phillips,  Esq.,  "Agent  for  MuUins  &  Paddison, 

"Stockbroker,  Stock  Exchange."  "Solicitors  to  the  Company." 

"  15,  Old  Jewry,  4th  November,  1858. 

*'Sir.  Mr.  J.  E.  Phillips  has  handed  us  your  letter  to  him  of 
yesterday's  date,  demanding  payment  of  50Z.  for  calls  due  to  The  Irish 
Peat  Company  in  respect  to  shares  held  by  him  in  that  Company.  In 
answer  to  your  application,  we  have  to  inform  you  that  Mr.  Phillips 
declines  to  pay  any  further  calls  unless  legally  compelled,  as,  from  the 
report  of  the  directors  of  the  4th  May  last,  it  appears  that  the  Com- 
pany is  not  constituted  on  the  basis  of  the  prospectus  under  which  he 
was  induced  to  *take  shares,  and  that,  in  making  the  calls,  the  r*f>-|Q 
directors  are  departing  from  the  terms  of  such  prospectus.  '- 
Under  such  circumstances,  and  being  of  opinion  that  the  funds  of  the 
Company  already  subscribed  have  been  most  injudiciously  expended, 
Mr.  Phillips  has  instructed  us  to  defend  any  action  the  directors  may 
think  proper  to  bring  against  him  for  calls  made  since  the  report  re- 
ferred  to.  You  will  be  kind  enough,  therefore,  to  send  any  process  to 
us  you  may  be  instructed  to  issue  against  Mr.  Phillips,  to  which  we 
will  give  an  undertaking  to  appear. 

"  H.  Empson,  Esq.,  "  We  are,  &c., 

"61,  Moorgate  Street."  "  C.  &  J.  A.  Morgan." 

"  November  24th,  1853. 
"Sir.  I  am  instructed  to  inform  you  that,  by  a  resolution  of  the 
board  of  directors  passed  at  a  meeting  held  here  on  Tuesday  the  22d 
instant,  your  shares  held  of  this  Company  will  be  forfeited,  for  non- 
payment of  calls,  unless  the  calls  due  upon  the  said  shares  are  paid  on 
or  before  the  29th  instant. 

"  I  am,  Sir,  your  obedient  servant, 
"J.  E.  Phillips,  Esq."  "  T.  M'Quige,  Secretary." 

"  15,  Old  Jewry,  25th  November,  1858. 
"  Irish  Peat  Company." 
"Sir.    Mr.  J.  E.  Phillips  has  handed  us  your  letter  to  him  of  the 
24th  instant,  informing  him  that,  unless  the  calls  due  upon  the  shares 
held  by  him  in  this  Company  are  paid  by  the  29th  instant,  such  shares 
will  be  forfeited. 

"In  answer  to  such  intimation,  we  have  to  inform  you  that  Mr. 
Phillips  declines  paying  any  further  calls  on  the  fifty  shares  held  by 
him,  on  the  grounds  set  forth  in  our  letter  to  your  solicitor  of  the  4th 
instant. 

*"Mr.  Phillips  is,  however,  ready,  and  hereby  offers,  to  hand  r«floo 
over  his  shares  to  the  Company  upon  receiving  back  the  200Z.  '- 
paid  by  him  on  such  shares ;  ana  we  have  to  inform  you  that  he  re- 
quires such  sum  may  be  repaid  him  by  the  80th  instant,  or  he  will  be 
under  the  necessity  of  instituting  proceedings  for  the  recovery  thereof. 

"  We  are,  Sir,  your  obedient  servants, 
••Thos.  M'Quige,  Esq.,  '  C.  &  J.  A.  Moroan." 

*'  Secretary  Irish  Peat  Company, 
"  10,  Old  Jewry  Chambers." 
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[Other  letters  were  set  out,  the  last  of  iirliich  was  from  the  defend- 
ant's attorney  to  the  secretary  of  the  Company,  dated  28d  October, 
1858.] 

The  Court  was  to  have  the  power  of  drawing  all  inferences  of  feet 
which  a  jury  ought  properly  to  draw. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was :  Whether  the  de- 
fendant was  liable  in  this  action  to  the  payment  of  the  calls  remaining 
unpaid,  or  any  and  which  of  them. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  was  liable  in 
this  action  to  the  payment  of  those  calls,  or  any  part  of  them,  judg- 
ment was  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintifis  for  the  amount  of  such  calls 
to  which  he  was  liable  herein,  with  interest.  If  otherwise,  the  jodg 
ment  was  to  be  entered  for  the  defendant 

The  case  was  argued,  on  January  2dth,  before  Crompton  and  Hill, 
Js.,  by 

ijushf  for  the  plaintiffs. — The  defendant  is  liable  for  these  calls.  He 
contends  that  he  is  not  a  shareholder,  because  the  Company  has  been 
constituted  in  a  manner  different  from  that  stated  in  the  prospectus. 
*62n  ^^*  ^^^^  prospectus  was  merely  preliminary  to  the  actual  *crea- 
•I  tion  of  the  Company  by  charter,  in  which  charter  the  Crown 
had  the  right  to  introduce  what  terms  it  pleased.  It  is  true  that  the 
defendant  has  never  executed  the  deed  of  settlement.  But  it  was  in 
his  power,  and  it  was  his  duty,  to  do  so ;  and  he  cannot  now  avail 
himself  of  his  own  neglect  in  that  respect,  having  treated  himself  in 
other  respects  as  a  member,  by  taking  shares  and  paying  calls:  Bumes 
V.  Pennell,  2  H.  L.  Ca.  497 ;  The  Cheltenham  and  Great  Western 
Union  Railway  Companv  v.  Daniel.  2  Q.  B.  281  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  42). 
Even  if  he  had  been  induced  to  become  a  shareholder  by  false  repre- 
sentations, that  would  be  no  answer  to  his  liability  to  the  Company, 
unless  they  had  made  those  representations,  and  had  so  caused  him  to 
enter  into  the  contract :  The  Deposit  and  General  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany v.  Ayscough,  6  E.  &  B.  761  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  88);  Clarke  v.  Dick- 
son,  E.  B.  &  E.  148  <E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  96).  [He  was  then  stopped  by 
the  Court.] 

Phipeon,  for  the  defendant. — ^The  defendant  has  a  material  defence 
to  this  action.  He  has  never  executed  the  deed  of  settlement.  It  is 
true  that  he  agreed  to  take  shares,  after  his  name  had  l^een  entered 
on  the  allotment  list,  though  it  had  been  so  entered  without  his  autho- 
rity. But  he  must  be  held  to  have  agreed  to  take  them  upon  the 
terms  mentioned  in  the  letter  of  allotment  subsequently  sent  to  him ; 
and  cannot  be  bound  by  other  and  inoonsistent  terms  in  the  deed  of 
settlement.  The  terms  of  the  letter  of  aDotment  have  not  been  car- 
ried out;  for  that  document  states  that  no  calls  beyond  the  three 
there  specified  would  be  made,  in  any  case,  until  the  works  were  in 
*6^1  ^^^^  operation.  If  he  had  signed  the  deed  he  would  no  *doubt 
J  be  liable ;  but,  not  having  done  so,  he  cannot  be  treated  as  a 
shareholder:  The  Galvanized  Iron  Company  r.  Westoby,  8  Exch. 
17.t  [Crompton,  J. — Is  he  not  a  shareholder?  His  name  is  on  the 
register.]  That,  by  itself,  is  not  sufficient.  The  5th  clause  of  the 
charter,  which  provides  that  every  person  whose  name  shall  have  been 
entered  oh  the  register  of  shareholders  shall  be  deemed  to  be  a  share- 
holder, must  be  read  in  connection  with  the  6th  clause,  which  provides 
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that  every  share  in  the  register  is  to  be  distinguished  by  its  number, 
tnd  with  the  8th  clause,  whioh  provides  that  each  shareholder  is  to 
have  a  certificate  of  ownership,  specifying  the  share  in  the  under- 
taking to  which  he  is  entitled.  The  defendant's  shares  are  not  so 
numbered  in  the  register,  nor  has  he  received  any  certificate.  He 
cannot,  therefore,  be  considered  as  a  shareholder  until  he  has  signed 
the  deed;  and  he  was  not  bound  to  sign  a  deed  which  was  not  such 
as,  in  conformity  with  the  letter  of  allotment,  he  could  be  properly 
called  upon  to  sign:  Ashpitel  v.  Sercombe,  5  Exch.  147.t  [Cromp- 
roN,  J. — But  here,  after  the  Company  has  been  established,  the  defend* 
ant  acts  as  a  shareholder  by  paying  the  calls.]  In  The  New  Bruns- 
wick and  Canada  Railway  Company  r.  Muggeridge,  4  H.  &  N.  160,t 
where  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  accept  shares,  and  a  certain  number 
were  allotted  to  him,  and  his  name  was  placed  on  the  register  of 
shareholders,  but  he  had  not  signed  the  memorandum  of  association, 
it  was  held  that  he  was  not  a  shareholder.  [Crompton,  J. — There 
the  defendant  had  never  acted  as  a  shareholder  after  the  allotment.] 
That  case  was  taken  into  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  and  the  judgment 
affirmed:  4  H.  &  N.  580.t  Yelland^s  Case,  5  De  G.  &  S.  895,(a)  was 
there  cited  by  the  counsel  for  the  *plaintiflfe:  and  Willes,  J.,  r«go^ 
said,  p.  582:  "The  question  there  was,  whether  the  petitioner  '■ 
was  liable  as  a  contributory.  A  person  may  be  a  contributory, 
though  not  a  shareholder.  When  the  case  came  before  the  Court  of 
appeal,  Lord  Cranworth  treated  the  petitioner  as  not  being  a  share- 
holder, and  expressly  said  that  he  was  not  liable  at  law."  Moreover, 
as  has  been  already  urged,  the  defendant  here  could  not  be  a  share- 
holder at  all  until  his  shares  had  been  numbered  in  the  register,  and 
he  had  received  his  certificate.  No  specific  shares  have  ever  been 
assigned  to  him.  The  Southampton  Dock  Company  v.  Richards,  1 
M.  k  G.  448  (E.  C.  L.  S.  vol.  89),  1  Scott  N.  R.  219,  and  The  London 
Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Freeman,  2  M.  &  G.  606  (E.  C 
L  R.  vol.  40),  2  Scott  N.  R.  705.  show,  by  implication,  that  such  an 
irregularity  avoids  any  liability  as  a  shareholaer  on  the  part  of  the 
particular  person  irregularly  entered  in  the  register.  And  in  The 
Wolverhampton  New  Waterworks  Company  v.  Hawksford,  7  C.  B. 
N.  S.  796,  813  (E.  0.  L.  R.  vol.  59),  it  was  expressly  decided  that  a 
document,  sealed  as  a  register  of  shareholders,  in  which  names  were 
entered,  but  which  contained  no  numbering  or  specific  appropriation 
of  shares,  is  not  sufiicient  evidence  that  the  persons  named  therein 
are  shareholders.  [Hill,  J. — ^In  the  letter  written  by  the  defendant's 
attorney,  on  26th  November,  1858,  there  is  a  distinct  admission  that 
the  defendant  is  a  shareholder.]  The  whole  letter,  taken  together, 
clearly  repudiates  any  liability  in  that  character. 

Lush,  in  reply. — It  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  to  take  up  the 
shares ;  and,  until  he  had  done  so,  the  Company  could  not  number 
^hem.  The  company  could  not  *have  resisted  a  claim  by  the  r«go4 
defendant  for  a  dividend  on  the  ground  that  the  shares  were  ^ 
not  nnmbered:  they  would  be  bound  to  consider  him  as  a  shareholder, 
if  this  objection  be  valid,  the  defendant  could  have  raised  it  even 
after  he  had  signed  the  deed.  The  Southampton  Dock  Company  v. 
Sioiiards,  1  M.  &  G.  448  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  89),  1  Scott  N.  R.  219,  and 

(a)  e.  C.  on  »ppM(1,  21  L.  J.  Cb.  952. 
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The  London  Grand  Junction  Railway  Companj  v.  Freeman,  2  M.  & 
Or.  606  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  40),  2  Scott  N.  R.  705,  are  in  favour  of  the 
plaintiffs ;  for  they  show  that  such  provisions  as  these  respecting  the 
numbering  and  appropriation  of  the  shares  are  only  directory.  As 
to  the  deed  being  inconsistent  with  the  terms  of  the  charter  and  the 
letter  of  allotment,  that  objection  is  taken  too  late :  the  defendant 
could  have  inspected  the  charter  and  the  deed  of  settlement,  and,  if 
he  had  found  them  inconsistent  with  the  letter  of  allotment,  could 
have  repudiated  all  liability :  but  he  not  only  took  no  steps  towanis 
such  inspection,  but  acted  as  a  shareholder  by  paying  calls  after  the 
Company  had  been  regularly  constituted.  Cur,  adv,  vviL 

Crompton,  J.  (February  13th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  CJourt. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  the  amount  of  several  calls  alleged 
to  be  due  from  the  defendant  as  a  shareholder  in  The  Irish  Peat  Com- 
pany. This  Company  was  established  under  a  charter  from  the 
Crown,  and  a  deed  required  by  the  charter,  the  provisions  of  which 
were  substantially  the  same  as  those  contained  in  The  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845.  The  clauses  of  the  deed  necessary 
to  be  noticed  are  the  3d,  5th,  6th,  8th,  65th,  and  66th.  [His  Lordship 
*6251  ^^^^  ^^^^  those  ^clauses.]  It  appeared  upon  the  special  case 
•J  that  the  defendant  had  assent^  to  fifty  shares  having  beea 
allotted  to  him,  and  that  he  had  paid  the  deposit  and  four  calls  upon 
these  shares. 

Three  objections  were  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant :  first, 
that  it  was  represented  by  the  prospectus  and  letter  of  allotment  that 
no  calls,  except  certain  specified  ones  which  had  been  paid  by  the  de- 
fendant, should  be  made  until  the  Company's  works  should  be  in 
operation.  If,  however,  the  defendant  had  become  a  member  of  this 
corporation,  we  do  not  think  that  after  the  payment  of  calls,  and  espe- 
cially of  the  one  call  made  after  the  calls  specified  in  the  prospectus 
and  letter  of  allotment,  and  after  the  correspondence  in  which  he  is 
clearly  treated  as  a  holder  of  shares,  he  would  be  allowed,  as  against 
the  other  shareholders  and  the  Company,  to  say  that  he  was  no  share- 
holder for  the  purpose  of  liability  to  calls,  on  the  ground  that  the  calls 
were  not  authorized  by  the  representations  in  the  prospectus  and 
letter  of  allotment.  The  calls  in  question  were  authorized  by  the 
charter  and  the  deed :  he  knew  of  the  existence  of  the  charter  and  of 
the  deed ;  and,  if  he  chose  to  become  a  shareholder  under  its  provi- 
sions, he  must,  we  think,  be  liable  to  all  the  calls  authorized  by  the 
charter  and  the  deed.  After  acceptance  of  the  shares  and  payment 
of  the  deposit  and  the  calls,  and  especially  of  that  call  made  after 
those  mentioned  in  the'prospectus  and  letter  of  allotment,  he  cannot 
say,  as  against  the  other  shareholders,  that  he  was  not  a  shareholder 
by  reason  of  the  stipulations  in  the  prospectus  and  letter  of  allotment 
not  being  carried  out. 

The  second  objection  was,  that  the  defendant  had  not  signed  the 
deed.  A  shareholder  is  defined,  in  the  5th  clause,  as  a  person  who 
*fi2B1  ^^^^^  hB,Ye  subscribed  the  *prescribed  sum  to  the  capital  of  the 
^  corporation,  &c.,  and  whose  name  shall  have  been  entered  on 
the  register  of  shareholders.  The  provision  in  this  case  is  for  sab- 
scribing  the  sum ;  there  was  no  sul^cribers'  contract,  and  the  meaning 
of  the  subscription  in  this  clause  seems  to  be  that  the  parties  shoula 
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have  agreed  to  pay  the  ^subscription ;  and,  as  well  from  the  constrac* 
tion  of  the  5th  clause  as  from  the  authorities  cited  on  the  argument, 
we  should,  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  pronounce  an  opinion  on  this 
point,  have  been  disposed  to  think  that  this  objection  fails.  It  is, 
however,  unnecessary  to  decide  upon  either  of  these  two  points,  as  a 
third  point  was  suggested  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to  which  we 
feel  bound  to  yield/according  to  a  recent  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas. 

This  third  objection  was,  that  no  specific  shares,  identified  by  num- 
bers, had  ever  been  appropriated  to  the  defendant.  The  register 
merely  showed  an  entry  as  to  the  defendant's  shares  in  this  form. 
[His  Lordship  then  read  the  entry  as  set  out  in  the  special  case.] 

We  thought  that  an  inspection  of  the  register  might  have  thrown 
some  light  upon  this  point ;  but  we  find  in  this,  as  in  many  other 
instances  in  this  book  of  registry,  that  a  certain  number  of  shares 
merely  are  entered  as  belonging  to  the  defendant  and  other  indi- 
viduals, without  any  specific  numbered  shares  being  appropriated. 
The  fifty  shares  entered  as  belonging  to  the  defendant  are  not 
numbered  themselves,  nor  do  they  follow  or  precede  any  num- 
bered shares;  and  it  is  impossible,  by  any  implication,  to  make 
oat  that  any  specifically  numbered  shares  were  ever  appropriated 
to  the  defendant:  and  indeed  it  is  expressly  found  in  the  special 
case  that  "no  particular  or  numbered  shares  were  ever  allotted  to 
him,  or  ever  stood  in  his  name  in  the  register  of  *share-  r*go7 
holders,  or  in  any  books  of  the  Company."  In  the  absence  '- 
of  any  adjudged  case,  it  might  have  admitted  of  considerable  argu* 
ment  whether  the  clauses  providing  what  is  to  be  alleged  and  proved 
in  an  action  for  calls,  might  not  have  been  satisfied  by  proof  of 
general  ownership  of  shares  entered  in  the  register,  in  the  name  of 
the  alleged  owner,  with  an  accompanying  statement  of  the  number  of 
calls  paid  up  on  such  shares.  The  clause  as  to  the  mode  of  declaring 
speaks  of  the  ownership  of  shares,  and  not  expressly  as  to  the  being  a 
soareholder  as  defined  by  the  earlier  section:  and  the  word  "number'* 
mentioned  in  that  clause  clearly  refers  to  the  number  of  shares  held, 
and  not  to  the  specific  number  of  the  shares,  and  it  may  be  difficult  to 
see  why  the  the  entry  of  fifty  shares  in  the  defendant's  name,  with  a 
statement  of  the  number  of  paid  up  calls,  would  not  be  sufficient  for 
the  purpose  of  calls,  dividends,  or  transfers ;  and  it  might,  but  for  the 
case  we  have  referred  to,  have  been  a  question  how  far  this  part  of 
the  regulations  might  not  be  considered  as  directory  only,  as  well  as 
the  requirement  that  the  party  should  sign  the  deed  in  some  of  the 
cases  referred  to.  It  must,  however,  be  remembered  that  the  signing 
is  the  act  of  the  party,  whilst  the  creation  and  appropriation  of  the 
specifically  numbered  shares  is  a  duty  expressly  thrown  on  the  Com- 
pany. We  find,  however,  that  in  the  case  of  The  Wolverhampton 
New  Waterworks  Company  v.  Hawksford,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  795  (E.  C.  Li 
R.  vol.  97),  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  have  really  decided  the  ques« 
tion  before  us,  and  we  feel  bound  by  their  decision.  They  say,  p. 
812,  bl3,  814 :  "  As  to  the  first  question,  the  facts  proved  must  be 
taken  to  be,  that  the  Company  had  assented  to  appropriate  one  hun- 
dred ^shares  to  the  defendant,  and  that  be  assented  to  take  r*goo 
them;  but  no  shares  had  been  numbered,  and  no  specific  shares   '- 
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bad  been  appropiiated.  The  defendant's  name  with  others  had  been 
put  down  on  a  sneet  of  paper,  and  t^is  had  been  sealed  as  a  register 
of  shareholders :  but  we  have  already  expressed  our  opinion  that  it 
was  not  a  register,  not  having  any  of  the  essentials  required  under  the 
Act,  and  not  appearing  to  have  been  intended  to  be  a  register.  Upon 
these  facts,  we  think  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable  to  the  calls  made 
after  January,  1857.  He  is  not  shown  to  be  the  holder  of  any  specific 
share,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  27,  giving  the  action  for  calls.'' 

"  Althotigb,  as  above  said,  the  shares  must  be  numbered 

and  specifically  appropriated,  and  this  process  requires  the  formation 
of  a  book  analogous  to  a  register,  still  it  may  be  done  without  authen- 
tication by  sealing  at  an  wdinary  meeting."  ....  "  We  think  the 
statute  contemplated  the  process  above  described  of  numbering  and 
appropriating,  and  may  well  have  intended  that  an  inchoate  register- 
book,  bonfi  fide  intended  to  be  valid,  might  be  taken  for  this  purpose 
as  a  register  de  facto,  although  not  properly  sealed."  This  case  is  a 
decision  that  shares  are  not  created,  so  as  to  make  the  alleged  owner 
a  shareholder  liable  to  calls  thereon,  until  the  shares  are  specifically 
numbered  and  appropriated  by  number*. 

We  feel  ourselves  Dound  by  this  decision  of  a  Court  of  co-ordinate 
jurisdiction,  and  accordingly  yield  to  this  objection ;  and  our  judg- 
ment, therefore,  is  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant.(a) 

(a)  The  etM  in  the  iimeii'ft  tlenoh  is  reported  bj  Fraacii  EUii,  %eq. 


•629]         ♦IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

The  miSH  PEAT  COMPANY  v.  PHILLIPS.    July  8. 

VoT  head  note,  eee  sati,  p.  69$. 

TSS  plaintiffii  having  alleged  error  in  the  above  judgment. 

In  Easter  Vacation,  May  10th,  the  case  was  argued ;  before  Wil- 
liams, Willes,  Byles,  and  Keating,  Js.,  and  Bramwell  and  Chan- 
nel!, Bs. 

it  was  agreed  that  this  Oourt  should  look  at  the  register  of  shares, 
in  order  to  see  the  form  in  which  it  was  kept,  as  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  had  done. 

Horace  Lloyd,  for  the  Jplaintiflh. — In  the  argument  in  the  Conrt 
below  three  objections  were  made  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
[Phipson,  for  the  defendant,  said  that  he  intended  to  rely  only  on  two 
points — ^first*  that  the  defendant,  not  having  signed  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment, was  not  liable  to  be  sued  as  a  shalreholder ;  and,  secondly,  that, 
no  specific  numbered  shares  having  been  allotted  to  him,  he  was  not 
a  shareholder  within  the  definition  in  the  deed.]  As  to  the  first  of 
these  points,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
.tifife.  They  said  (antft,  p.  626):  '•  As  well  from  the  construction  of 
the  5th  clause. as  finom  tte  authorities  cited  on  the  argument,  we 
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gboald,  if  it  had  been  necess^  to  pronotmce  an  opinioli  on  ttis 
point,  have  been  disposed  to  think  that  this  objection  fails." 

*Aa  to  the  objection  that  the  shares  allotted  to  the  defendant  r^oor^ 
are  not  numbered  in  the  register  of  shareholders.  The  5th  ^ 
clause  of  the  deed  of  settlement  contains  two  conditions  in  order  to  a 
person  being  deemed  a  shareholder.  He  must,  by  subscribing  the 
prescribed  sum,  or  otherwise,  have  become  entitled  to  a  share,  and  his 
name  must  have  been  entered  on  the  register  of  shareholders.  The 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  deciding  that  the  defendant  was  not  a 
shareholder  liable  to  calls,  because  no  specific  shares  identified  by 
numbers  had  been  appropriated  to  him,  yielded  to  the  authority  of 
The  Wolverhampton  New  Waterworks  Company  r.  Hawksford,  7  C. 
B.  N.  S.  795  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  97).  But  in  that  case  there  was  no 
sealed  register,  and  the  shares  were  not  created,  but  in  process  of 
formation  only.  In  this  action  the  Company  have  only  to  establish 
that  the  defendant  may  be  treated  as  the  proprietor  of  the  shares.  In 
The  London  Grand  tfunction  Railway  Company  v.  Freeman,  2  Man. 
4  G.  606  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  40),  2  Scott  N.  R.  705,  one  point  was, 
whether  the  production  of  the  register  was  sufficient  evidence  of  the 
defendant  being  a  proprietor,  the  Act  of  the  Company  having  made 
it  80  if  it  was  kept  according  to  its  provisions;  and  it  was  con- 
tended that  the  register  produced  was  not  evidence,  because  it  was 
kept  in  a  manner  by  no  means  conformable  to  the  Act;  but  the 
Court  held  that  it  was  admissible,  provided  it  was  kept  bon&  fide 
with  the  intention  of  doing  what  the  Act  directed,  and  in  essen- 
tials complying  with  its  directions;  the  provisions  of  the  Act 
as  to  all  the  details  to  be  included  in  the  book  being  to  a  great 
extent  merely  directory.  [Channell,  B. — ^By  sect.  8  of  The  Com- 
panies Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  upon 
•which  statute  The  Wolverhampton  New  Waterworks  Com-  r^^o-t 
pany  v.  Hawksford,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  796  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  97),  was  •■  ^^^ 
decided,  every  person  who  shall  "  have  become  entitled  to  a  share  in 
the  Company,  and  whose  name  shall  have  been  entered  on  the  register 
of  shareholders  hereinafter  mentioned,  shall  be  deemed  a  shareholder 
of  the  Company ;"  but  there  are  no  negative  words.  Section  9  directs 
that  in  the  register  shall  be  entered  the  names  of  the  persons  entitled 
to  shares,  **  together  with  the  number  of  shares  to  which  such  share- 
holder shall  be  respectively  entitled,  distinguishing  each  share  by  its 
number."  WiLDK,  B. — Sect.  16  of  The  Joint  Stock  Companies  Act, 
1856,  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  47,  contains  a  similar  direction ;  and  by  sect. 
19  every  person  who  has  accepted  any  share  in  a  Company  registered 
under  this  Act,  and  whose  name  is  entered  in  the  register  of  share- 
holders, and  no  other  person shall  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act 

be  deemed  to  be  a  shareholder."]  In  this  case  the  book  kept  was 
intended  to  be  a  register  of  the  shareholders,  and  it  contains  all  the 
requisites  mentioned  in  clause  6,  except  that  the  shares  of  the  defend- 
ant are  not  numbered ;  though,  upon  an  inspection  of  the  register,  it 
appears  that  in  some  instances  the  shares  of  other  persons  are  num- 
hered.  It  is  a  matter  of  convenience,  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a 
transfer  of  the  shares,  that  they  should  be  distinguished  by  being 
numbered,  but  they  can  be  traced  without  being  numbered.  [Btlss, 
J. — Suppose  the  owner  of  two  shares  sells  them  to  different  persons, 
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one  for  601.  and  the  other  for  602.,  and  the  buyers  differ  as  to  which 
share  each  is  entitled  to,  is  not  that  a  difficultj  if  the  shares  are  not 
numbered  ?]  They  are  the  same  shares,  whether  numbered  or  not. 
*f5^21  ^^®  creation  of  the  shares  is  *independent  of  numbering  them, 
-'  and  the  numbering  of  them  is  not  essential  to  the  original 
registration.  Dividends  would  be  paid  upon  them,  and  the  holder 
would  vote  in  respect  of  them  at  meetings  of  the  Company,  though 
they  were  not  numbered.  In  this  case  calls  were  made  in  respect  of 
the  defendant's  shares,  and  he  paid  calls  upon  them. 

Phipson,  for  the  defendant. — First,  it  is  necessary  that  there  should 
be  an  appropriation  of  specified  shares  to  an  allottee,  and  a  registra- 
tion of  them,  to  make  him  a  shareholder  under  this  deed  of  settle- 
ment ;  and  this  is  a  substantial,  not  a  formal  objection.  The  Company 
was  created  by  charter,  and  that  charter  did  not  create  the  shares, 
but  contained  regulations  in  pursuance  of  which  they  were  to  be 
created.  The  capital  is  to  be  divided  by  the  deed  into  shares,  and 
then  the  shares  are  created.  By  clause  64,  a  person  must  be  a  share- 
holder in  order  to  be  liable  to  be  sued  for  calls ;  and  a  shareholder  is 
a  person  whose  name  is  put  upon  the  register  in  respect  of  the  identical 
shares  allotted  to  him,  each  share  being  distinguished  by  its  proper 
number.  The  shares  exist  by  appropriation,  allotment,  and  registra- 
tion. [He  referred  to  clauses  8,  5,  and  6.]  The  certificate  of  shares 
which,  by  clause  8,  is  to  be  given  to  a  shareholder,  does  not  create  the 
shares,  but  only  identifies  the  numbered  shares  which  have  been 
allotted  to  the  holder.  Until  the  shares  are  appropriated  a  person  is 
not  a  holder  of  shares  within  the  meaning  of  the  aeed,  nor  liable  as 
such  to  be  sued  for  calls,  though  he  may  be  entitled  to  have  shares. 
A  person  cannot  be  a  shareholder  if  he  has  no  shares  which  can  be 
transferred ;  and  the  secretary  cannot  make  an  entry  of  the  transfer 
^oqq-i  of  shares  *unless  they  are  numbered.  The  "  Form  of  Transfer 
^^^J  of  Shares,"  and  the  "  Form  of  Certificate  of  Transfer,"  pre- 
scribed by  clause  9,  and  given  in  Schedules  B.  and  C,  contemplate 
that  the  number  of  the  shares  shall  be  mentioned  in  them.  Unless 
the  shares  are  numbered  there  is  no  security  against  an  over  issue  of 
shares.  [B  ram  well,  B. — Suppose  shares  numbered  with  the  same 
number  are  allotted  to  diflferent  persons,  and  then  they  by  deed  trans- 
fer them  to  C.  D.  and  Y.  Z.  respectively.]  The  person  whose  name 
was  first  entered  on  the  register  would  be  the  owner  of  the  shares: 
the  second  allotment  would  be  void.  The  omission  to  appropriate 
specific  numbered  shares  to  the  defendant  is  the  default  of  the  Conh 
pany.  [Bramwell,  B. — Suppose  an  owner  of  shares,  numbered 
from  1  to  20,  duly  transferrea  them,  but  by  mistake  they  were  de- 
scribed in  the  deed  of  transfer  as  shares  numbered  from  10  to  20.] 
That  would  be  falsa  demonstratio,  quse  non  nocet.  In  The  London 
Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Freeman,  2  Man.  &  G.  606  (E. 
C.  L.  R.  vol;  40),  2  Scott  N.  R.  705,  the  defendant's  shares  were  pro- 
perly numbered,  and  therefore  the  register  was  good  as  against  him, 
though  the  shares  were  not  all  distinguished  by  their  proper  number; 
but  Lord  Denman,  0.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,(a) 
said,  ''  It  is  essential  for  the  purposes  of  the  action  for  calls  that  the 
names  and  number,  of  shares  shall  be  shown  in  evidence^"  The  Wol- 

;   .:     {a}  2  Mwi.  A  ».  636|  2  SeoU  N.^R.  748^     . 
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Terbampton  New  Waterworks  Company  v,  Hawksford.  7  C.  B.  N.  S. 
795  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol,  97),  does  not  necessarily  decide  this  point.  But 
tbe  observations  of  the  Court,  in  their  considered  judgment,  are  in 
foyour  of  the  defendant  (p.  814): — "We  think  the  statute  contem- 
plated the  process  above  described  of  numbering  and  *appro-  rtgo^ 
priating."  [WiLUAMS,  J. — ^The  question  is,  whether  the  classes  *- 
in  question  are  directory  or  i^remptory.]  The  terms  in  this  charter 
are  more  compulsory  than  those  in  sect.  9  of  The  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16. 

Secondly,  the  defendant  never  executed  the  deed  of  settlement,  and 
therefore  is  not  liable  in  this  action.  The  letter  of  allotment  con- 
cludes thus : — "  On  the  production  of  the  bankers'  receipt  (in  the  form 
annexed),  and  on  your  execution  of  the  deed,  prepared  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  Royal  charter,  you  will  be  entitled"  to  fifty 
^hare  certificates  of  the  Company."  The  defendant  subscribed  on 
the  &ith  of  the  letter  of  allotment  and  the  prospectus ;  he  was  not  a 
shareholder  under  the  provisions  of  this  deed ;  though  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  in  deciding  upon  the  first  objection,  said  (antd,  p. 
625),  that  he  "had  become  a  member  of  this  Corporation,"  and  that 
"he  chose  to  become  a  shareholder  under  the  provisions"  of  the  deed. 
The  plaintiff,  in  their  declaration,  treat  this  as  a  call  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  deed  of  settlement.  The  declaration  concludes,  "  where- 
hv  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  their  deed  of  settlement."  The  defendant  cannot  be 
estopped  from  denying  that  he  is  bound  bv  the  deed,  by  reason  of 
his  having  paid  money  which  he  was  not  liaole  to  pay.  A  party  can 
only  be  estopped  by  his  act,  when  it  is  one  from  which  he  has  received 
a  benefit.  In  Burnes  v.  Pennell,  2  H.  L.  Ca.  497,  it  was  held  that 
performance  of  the  acts  required  to  be  done  by  the  purchaser  of  shares, 
in  order  to  constitute  him  a  member  of  the  Company,  was  a  duty  cast 
npon  him  for  the  benefit  of  the  Companv,  and  that  his  non-perform- 
ance *of  come  of  them  did  not  enable  him  as  respected  the  r*gQ- 
Company,  to  retire  from  his  contract.  That  case  is  not  an  I-  ^ 
authority  for  holding  that  the  defendant  is  liable  as  a  shareholder, 
though  he  has  not  signed  the  deed. 

H<^race  Lloyd,  in  reply. — ^As  to  the  objection  that  the  defendant  has 
not  executed  the  deed  of  settlement.  The  charter  constitutes  a  Com- 
pany or  corporate  bodv,  consisting  of  all  persons  who  are  holders  of 
shares.  There  is  nothing  in  the  charter  to  make  it  necessary  that  a 
person  should  become  a  shareholder  by  signing  the  deed :  the  only 
question  under  it  is,  whether  the  defendant  is  a  holder  of  shares.  [He 
cited  The  Birmingham,  Bristol  and  Thames  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany v.  Locke,  1  Q.  B.  256  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  41),  The  London  Grand 
Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Graham,  Id.  271,  and  The  Cheltenham 
and  Great  Western  Union  Railway  Company  v.  Daniel,  2  Q.  B.  281 
(E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  42).]  In  the  latter  case  Cresswell,  arguendo,  said 
(p.  290),  "It  has  been  decided  that,  where  a  person  intention<illy 
induces  a  Company  to  take  some  step  recognising  him  as  a  proprietor, 
he  cannot,  as  against  the  Company,  deny  that  he  is  one ;"  (referring  to 
The  Sheffield  and  Manchester  Railway  Company  v.  Woodcock,  7  M. 
k  W.  674,t  and  The  London  Grand  Junction  Railway  Company  v. 
Freeman,  2  Man.  &  G.  606  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  40).)    [Channell,  B.— 
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Clause  65,  which  permite  the  plaintiff  in  an  action  for  calls  to  declare 
briefly,  concluding  ''  whereby  an  action  hath  accrued  to  the  corpora- 
tion by  virtue  of  these  presents/'  means  that  the  deed  is  the  basis  of 
the  action,  though  not  set  out  in  the  declaration.  Supposing  the  argu- 
^  gog-i  nient  on  the  other  side  to  be  ^correct,  would  it  be  sufficient  to 
-'  allege  that  the  defendant  assented  to  the  deed,  or  held  himself 
out  as  a  shareholder,  if  clause  65  did  not  enable  the  plaintiff  to  declare 
briefly  ? J  The  Company  can  sue  the  defendant  independently  of  any 
provision  of  the  deed  enabling  them  to  do  so.  The  aefendant  became 
a  shareholder  in  the  Company  as  constituted,  and  is  therefore  subject 
to  the  regulations  of  the  deed,  because  he  has  agreed  that  they  shall 
be  the  regulations  of  the  Company. 

As  to  the  other  objection.  Suppose  there  was  no  index  to  the 
register  as  directed  by  clause  6 ;  if  the  shares  were  numbered,  could  it 
be  objected  that  they  were  not  numbered  in  the  register  7  The  shares 
are  created  by  the  deed  of  settlement ;  so  that  the  omission  of  the  Com- 
pany to  affix  a  number  to  each  share  does  not  undo  what  had  beea 
done  when  the  number  of  shares  to  be  issued  was  declared.  Besides 
shares  could  be  transferred  without  being  numbered.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary  to  adopt  the  form  of  transfer  given  by  the  deed :  the  defendant 
could  go  to  the  office,  and  ask  for  the  certificate  of  his  shares,  which 
would  contain  the  number  of  each,  and  then  he  could  write  the  number 
into  the  transfer.  Also  the  certificate  is  not  absolutely  necessary ;  it 
is  only  convenient  evidence  of  the  ownership  of  shares. 

Cut,  adv.  vulL 

Channell,  B.  (July  8th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

The  material  circumstances  in  this  case  are  as  follows. 

The  declaration  stated.  ''The  defendant  is  a  holder  of  fifty  shares 
in  the  Company,  and  indebted  to  them  in  600Z.  in  respect  of  seven 
*6371  ^^f  whereby  an  action  has  ^accrued  to  them  against  him 
J  under  and  by  virtue  of  their  deed  of  settlement."  ITie  defend- 
ant pleaded:  First.  Never  indebted.  Second.  That  he  was  not  a 
holder  of  the  shares.  Third.  That  the  deed  was  not  his  deed.  The 
replication  to  the  third  plea  set  out  the  character  of  incorporation, 
whereby  Her  Majesty  willed  that  the  capital  should  be  120,000t, 
divided  into  6000  shares;  that  all  the  proprietors  of  stock  of  the  Cor- 
poration should  execute  a  deed  of  settlement,  whereby  the  capital 
should  be  divided  into  those  shares,  to  be  numbered  in  regular  succes- 
sion, and  whereby  they  should  enter  into  covenants  for  payment  of 
the  amounts  subscribed  by  them  when  called  for.  The  replication 
shows  that  such  a  deed  was  executed,  and  sets  forth  various  clauses, 
and  then  alleges  that  the  defendant  was  a  shareholder,  and  had  paid 
certain  other  instalments  and  calls.     On  this  the  defendant  took  issue. 

The  charter  is  dated  April  12th,  1851.  Before  it  was  granted  tlie 
brokers  of  the  persons  engaged  in  promoting  the  Company  put  down 
the  name  of  the  defendant  as  an  applicant  for  shares,  ana  the  promoters 
allotted  to  him  fifty  shares,  and  sent  him  an  allotment  letter,  inform- 
ing him  thereof  and  requiring  a  deposit  of  1/.  per  share,  adding, 
"  And  on  your  execution  of  the  deed  prepared  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Royal  charter,  you  will  be  entitled  to  fifly  share  cer- 
tificates of  the  Company."  The  defendant  paid  the  deposit  of  !'•  ^ 
share.     The  charter  was  afterwards  granted,  and  the  deed  prepared 


1  BEST  k  SMISfi.    Qi  JB.  68F 


and  executed  by  many  shareholders,  but  not  by  the  defendant. 
Various  calls  were  made,  and  paid  by  the  defendant,  but  he  refus^ 
to  pay  a  subsequent  call  made  in  May,  1858,  which,  with  others 
*made  since,  are  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action.  In  the  r«/>oQ 
deed  are  the  following  clauses  (3,  5,  6,  8).(a)  [His  Lordship  ^ 
read  them.]  In  pursuance  of  these  clauses  a  register  was  prepared,  in 
which  the  names  of  shareholders  were  entered,  the  defendant's  among 
them;  but  against  his  name  in  the  column  for  the  number  of  the 
shares  was  a  blank.     His  shares  had  never  been  numbered. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  gave  judgment  for  the  defendant.  The 
ground  on  which  they  proceeded  was  that  thii  case  was  concluded  by 
that  of  The  Wolverhampton  New  Waterworks  Company  v.  Hawks* 
ford,  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  795  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  97),  and  they  indicated  very 
considerable  doubt  of  the  propriety  of  that  decision.  In  that  doubt 
we  do  not  concur,  as  it  does  not  seekn  to  us  that  the  decision  was  such 
as  supposed  by  the  Court  below.  What  was  decided  there  was  that 
there  was  no  sealed  register  at  the  time  of  the  frst  calls,  and  that 
unless  there  was  the  defendant  was  not  then  a  shareholder  liable  to 
calls.  The  remark  that  the  defendant  was  not  the  owner  of  specific 
shares  is  only  in  furtherance  and  illustration  of  the  remark  that  there 
was  no  sealed  register.  We  think  that  case  was  rightly  decided,  but 
that  it  was  no  authority,  as  supposed,  for  the  decision  in  the  Court 
below ;  and  some  of  us  concur  in  that  part  of  the  doubt  there  indicated, 
viz.,  whether  the  want  of  numbering  the  shares  in  the  register  would 
of  itself  be  a  bar  to  this  action. 

But  it  is  not  necessary  to  decide  that  question,  as  there  is  another 
objection  taken  by  the  defendant  on  which  we  think  him  entitled  to 
jndgment.  The  *declaration  and  the  replication  to  the  third  r^oon 
plea  both  assert,  the  former  in  part  by  implication,  the  latter  ^ 
in  words,  that  the  defendant  was  a  shareholder  at  the  time  of  the 
calls,  and  indebted  by  virtue  of  the  deed  of  settlement.  We  think  he 
was  not ;  the  cases  cited  are  inapplicable.  There  is  no  statute  laying 
down  an  arbitrary  rule  to  govern  this  case.  The  question  is  at  com- 
mon law,  and  we  are  of  opinion  he  is  not  liable  as  alleged,  unless  he 
had  executed  the  deed.  There  may  be  evidence  that  he  agreed  with 
the  promoters  to  become  a  shareholder  to  execute  the  deed,  or  even 
that  he  so  agreed  with  the  plaintiffs,  but  that  is  not  the  case  put  for- 
ward in  the  declaration.  Nor  is  this  d  mere  formal  objection.  Had 
the  defendant  been  charged  on  such  an  agreement  the  question  would 
be  wholly  different,  the  defence  might  be  different,  the  damage,  if 
any,  different. 

We  think  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  See  uM,  p.  604— (»06. 
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In  this  Yacation, 

John  Baron  Campbell,  Lord  High  Chancellor,  died  suddenly  on  the 
morning  of  Sunday,  the  28d  June,  at  his  residence,  Stratheden  HoTise» 
Knightsbridge. 

Sir  Bichard  Bethell,  Attorney-General,  was  thereupon  appointed 
Lord  High  Chancellor,  and  was  created  a  peer  by  the  title  of  Baron 
Westbury,  of  Westbury,  in  the  county  of  Wilts. 

Sir  William  Atherton,  Solicitor-General,  succeeded  to  the  office  of 
Attorney-General :  and  Boundell  Palmer,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
Counsel,  was  appointed  Solicitor-General.  He  afterwards  received 
the  honour  of  knighthood. 

Edwin  John  James,  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty^s  Counsel,  was  dis 
barred  by  the  benchers  of  the  Honourable  Society  of  the  Inner 
Temple. 


IND  OF  TBIKITT  VACATION. 


CASES 


ABGUED  AND  DETEBMINED 


THE    QU  E  E  N'S    BENCH, 


i&it^atlmvis   <Enm, 


XXV.  YICTORU.    1861. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  banc  in  this  term  were : — 
CocKBURN,  C.  J.  Blackburn,  J. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. 

Hill,  J.,  was  absent  during  the  whole  Term,  owing  to  ill  health. 


WILLSMER  V.  JACKUN.    Nov.  2. 

Jbuolveni  dtbior. — 1  d;  2  Viet,  e,  110. — DrimUged  articles. 

1.  T7nd«r  the  InBolrent  Debion'  Aet»  1  A  3  Vict  e.  110,  it  ia  not  %  condition  on  the  non- 
ftttiaf  in  the  siiigneei  of  priTileged  articles  of  the  intolrent  not  exceeding  the  Tolne  of  20^, 
thni  thoM  urtielet  be  specified  bj  him  in  his  sehedule. 

2.  Qmn^,  when  the  TAlue  of  sneh  artieles  exceeds  20^ 

This  was  an  action  for  the  conversion  of  the  plaintiff's  goods ;  to 
which  the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue  and  a  traverse  of  the 
plaintiff's  possession. 

*0n  the  trial,  before  Williams,  J.,  at  the  Surrey  Summer  r^oAo 
Assizes,  1861,  it  appeared  that,  on  the  26th  July,  1860,  the  •■  ^^ 
plaintifl^  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  peti- 
tioned the  Court  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  to  be  discharged 
from  his  liabilities.  A  vesting  order  was  made  accordingly,  and  the 
defendant  appointed  trade  assignee ;  and  on  the  9th  July  a  final  order 
was  made  for  the  discharge  of  the  plaintiff  at  the  expiration  of  nine 
months  from  the  date  of  the  vesting  order.  The  defendant  having, 
as  assignee,  taken  possession  of  the  plaintiff's  property,  and  sold  it 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  under  section  42  of  the  statute,  the 
plaintiff  brought  the  present  action  against  him  to  recover  the  value 
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of  certain  privileged  articles,  alleged  to  liave  been  sold  among  the  rest 
In  his  schedule,  however,  the  plaintiff  had  not  specified  any  articles 
which  he  claimed  to  retain  as  privileged.  Under  these  circumstances 
a  verdict  was  taken  for  the  plaintiff  for  9?.,  with  leave  reserved  to  the 
defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

Hawkins  now  moved  accordingly. — There  was  no  evidence  to  show 
that  these  articles  were  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  Insolvent 
Debtors'  Act,  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110.  Sect.  37  of  that  statute  enacts: 
"  Upon  the  filing  of  such  petition  by  such  prisoner,  or  on  the  filing 
of  such  petition  by  such  creditor  or  creditors  as  aforesaid,  and  the 
evidence  in  support  thereof,  as  the  case  may  be,  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
the  said  Court  for  the  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  and  such  Court  is 
hereby  authorized  and  required,  to  order  that  all  the  real  and  personal 
estate  and  effects  of  such  prisoner,  both  within  this  realm  and  abroad, 
except  the  wearing  apparel,  bedding,  and  other  such  necessaries  of 
*fi4^1  ®^^^  person  and  his  *family,  and  the  working  tools  and  imple- 

-'  ments  of  such  prisoner,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  value 
of  201. ;  and  all  the  niture  estate,  right,  title,  interest  and  trust  of 
such  prisoner  in  or  to  any  redl  and  (^e^spnal  estate  and  effects  within 
this  realm  or  abroad  which  Sltch  prisoner  may  purchase,  or  which 
may  revert,  descend,  be  devised,  or  bequeathed,  or  come  to  him, 
before  he  shall  become  entitled  to  his  final  discharge  in  pursuance  of 
this  Act,  according  to  the  adjudication  made  in  that  behalf,  &c.,  and 
all  debts  due  or  grovring  due  td  Huch  prisoner,  &;c.,  shall  be  vested  in 
the  provisional  assignee  for  thO  timq  beipg  of  the  estates  and  effects 
of  insolvent  debtors  in  England>  &c. ;  ana  such  order  when  so  made 
shall,  without  any  conveyance  or  assignitoent  vest  all  the  reft!  and 
personal  estate  and  effects  of  such  brisoner,  and  all  such  future  real 
and  personal  estate  and  eflfecta  as  Iftroresaid,  of  every  nature  and  kind 
whatsoever,  &c.,  in  the  said  provisional  assignee,  &;c."  That  section 
must,  however,  be  read  in  connection  with  sect  69,  which  enacts: 
''Every  prisoner  whose  estate  shall)  by  an  order  to  be  made  under 
this  Act,  be  vested  in  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  said  Court  for 
the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  (whether  upon  his  own  petition  or  on 
the  petition  of  any  such  creditor  as  aforesaid^  shall,  within  the  qpace 
of  fourteen  days  next  after  such  order  shall  nave  been  made,  or  next 
after  notice  in  writing  of  such  order  having  been  made  shall  have 
been  given  to  him,  in  case  such  order  shall  not  have  been  made  on 
his  own  petition,  or  within  such  further  time  as  the  said  Court  shall 
think  reasonable,  deliver  in  to  the  said  Court  a  schedule,  containing 
a  ftiU  and  fair  description  of  such  prisonetr,  as  to  his  name  or  names, 
itiOAA-x  trade  or  trades,  profession  or  professionsi  *together  with  the 

^  last  usual  place  of  abode  of  such  prisoner,  and  the  place  or 
places  where  he  has  resided  during  the  time  when  his  debts  were 
contracted :  and  also  a  full  and  true  description  of  all  debts  due  or 
growing  due  from  such  prisoner  at  the  time  of  making  such  order, 
&c. ;  and  also  a  full,  true,  and  perfect  account  of  all  the  estate  and 
effects  of  such  prisoner,  real  and  personal ; .  .  . .  and  also  shall  fully 
and  truly  describe  the  wearing  apparel,  bedding,  and  other  necessa- 
ries of  such  prisoner,  and  his  or  her  family,  and  the  working  tools 
and  implements  of  such  prisoner,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the 
value  of  20  i.,  which  may  be  excepted  by  such  prisoner  from  the 
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operotioQ  of  this  Act,  together  with  the  values  of  scich  exoepted 
articles  respectively,"  &c.  The  object  of  the  statute  was  to  vest  in 
the  assignee  by  the  vesting  order  all  the  property  of  the  insolvent, 
except  such  articles  of  wearing  apparel,  working  tools,  and  imple- 
ments, not  exceeding  202.  in  value,  as  should  be  expressly  specified 
by  the  insolvent  in  his  schedule.  Now  the  property  in  respect  of 
which  this  action  is  brought  was  not  so  specified,  and  consequently 
became  vested  in  the  assignee.  K  this  were  not  so,  in  whom  would 
the  property  in  those  articles  be  vested  in  the  interval  between  the 
Testing  order  and  filing  the  schedule  ?  Besides,  suppose  the  insol- 
Tent  possessed  articles  of  the  privileged  class  to  an  amount  exceeding 
201,  how  would  it  be  possible  t»  tell  which  of  those  articles  vested 
in  the  assignees  and  which  remained  in  the  insolvent  7  Moreover, 
an  insolvent  may  not  desire  to  exercise  his  right  of  claiming  any 
articles.  In  Lea  v.  Telfer,  1  Car.  k  P.  146  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  12),  it 
was  held,  under  the  old  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  1  G.  4,  c.  119,  that 
an  insolvent  could  not  ^maintain  an  action  for  property  which  r*/*^^ 
be  had  before  his  insolvency,  even  though  the  assignee  did  ^ 
not  interfere  to  prevent  him.  The  more  recent  Act,  7  &  8  Vict.  c. 
96,  "to  amend  the  law  of  insolvency,  bankruptcy,  and  execution," 
by  sect.  9  enacts :  "The  wearing  apparel,  bedding,  and  other  necessa- 
ries of  the  petitioner  and  his  family,  and  the  working  tools  and  imple- 
ments of  the  petitioner,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  value  of  20/., 
may  be  excepted  by  the  petitioner  in  his  petition  from  the  operation 
of  the  said  recited  Act"  (5  &  6  Vict.  c.  116),  "and  of  this  Act,  and  in 
such  case  shall  be  altogether  excluded  from  the  operation  of  the  said 
Acts:  Provided  always,  that  such  excepted  articles,  with  the  values 
thereof  respectively,  to  be  ascertained  and  appraised,  if  the  Commis- 
sioner shall  think  fit,  in  such  manner  as  he  shall  direct,  be  fully  and 
truly  described  by  the  petitioner  in  his  schedule,  but  otherwise  the 
exception  thereof  shall  be  of  no  force  as  to  any  part  of  the  same." 
In  Taylor  v.  Boberts,  1  H.  &  N.  96,t  under  that  statute,  where  an  in- 
solvent claimed  as  excepted  articles  "Sundry  articles  of  furniture, 
worth  in  my  estimation  about  152.,"  it  was  held  insufficient,  as  he  was 
bound  to  specify  each  article,  and  state  its  value. 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no  rule 
iu  this  case.  The  S7th  section  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  1  &  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  expressly  excepts  from  vesting  in  the  provisional  assignee 
under  the  vesting  order  articles  of  wearing  apparel,  and  working  tools 
and  implements  of  the  insolvent,  to  the  amount  of  202L  It  is  true  the 
69th  section  requires  that  in  his  schedule  the  insolvent  shall  state  if 
be  claims  the  benefit  of  the  exception  which  the  statute  gives  in 
resjKMst  of  ^privileged  articles,  but  it  does  not  make  his  doing  r^oAo 
so  a'  condition  on  which  the  question  whether  section  37  is  to  '- 
come  into  operation  or  not  is  to  depend;  and  as  such  a  condition  is 
not  to  be  found  in  any  other  section  of  the  statute,  we  cannot  construe 
it  as  containing  one.  And,  although  it  may  be  urged  that  this  con- 
struction of  the  statute  will  enable  insolvents  to  work  frauds  on  their 
creditors,  it  is  not  for  us  to  supply  what  the  Legislature  has  not  sup* 
plied. 

WiOHTMAN,  J. — I  think  it  may  be  taken  for  granted,  though  it  is 
not  directly  admitted,  that  there  is  nothing  here  to  show  that  the  value 
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of  the  excepted  articles  claimed  by  the  insolvent  exceeded  20L ;  con- 
sequently the  insolvent  is  entitled  to  claim  articlds  to  that  amount ; 
ina  those  articles  have  not  vested  in  the  assignees  under  section  87  of 
the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  as  the  rest  of  the  property  of  the  insolvent  has 
done.  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  case  put  by  Mr.  Hawkins, 
namely,  supposing  these  articles  were  mixed  with  others  of  the  same 
kind,  the  total  value  of  the  whole  amounting  to  a  sum  exceeding  20L, 
fio  that  the  question  would  be  which  are  the  goods  claimed  by  the  in- 
solvent. Some  difficulty  might  arise  there ;  but  in  the  present  case 
^here  is  none,  the  only  point  being,  did  these  articles  vest  in  the  as- 
mgnees  or  not? 

Blackburn,  J. — The  87th  sections  of  stat.  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  110,  vests 
in  the  assignees  all  the  personal  estate  of  the  prisoner,  except  wearing 
apparel,  working  tools  and  implements,  not  exceeding  the  value  of  201. 
JMow,  if  the  fact  were  that  the  working  tools,  &c.,  of  the  insolvent  did 
•6471  ®^^®^  ^^®  value  of  20?.,  the  question  might  *arise,  which  por- 
^  tion  of  them  not  exceeding  the  value  of  20?.  should  belong  to 
the  prisoner,  and  which  to  the  assignees.  I  am  not  prepared  to  ex- 
press an  opinion  on  that.  It  is  unnecessary  to  do  so,  for  on  the  evi- 
dence as  it  stands  the  whole  of  the  working  tools,  &c.,  of  the  insol- 
vent are  not  shown  to  have  exceeded  the  value  of  20 1  Then  the 
only  question  is,  whether  the  69th  section  of  this  Act  makes  it  a  con- 
dition on  the  non- vesting  of  these  kinds  of  property  in  the  assignees 
that  the  insolvent  shall  truly  describe  in  his  schedule  the  articles 
which  he  claims.  Such  words  are  found  in  stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  96,  s. 
9,  which  was  cited  by  Mr.  Hawkins;  but  they  are  not  in  this  Act; 
though  it  might  have  been  more  convenient  if  they  had  been  inserted. 

Bule  refused. 


The  QUEEN  v.  KIBBY.    Nov.  7. 

Voting  in  vestry, — 58  O,  3,  e.  69. — Joining  qualifications. — Executor. 

Where  a  person  is  assessed  to  the  poor-rate  in  respect  of  his  own  property,  and  is  also  ex> 
eentor  of  a  person  whose  executors  are  assessed  in  respect  of  property  of  the  deceased,  he  is 
entitled  to  vote  at  a  vestry,  under  68  G.  3,  c.  09,  if  the  two  assessments  make  up  the  required 
amount. 

HuDDLESTON  had  obtained  a  rule,  in  Trinity  Term,  calling  on 
George  Kirby  to  show  cause  why  an  information,  in  the  nature  of  a 
quo  warranto,  should  not  be  exhibited  against  him,  to  show  by  what 
authority  he  claimed  to  exercise  the  office  of  vestry  clerk  of  the  parish 
or  township  of  Bicester  Market  End,  in  the  county  of  Oxford,  on  the 
ground  that  he  had  not  a  legal  majority  of  votes  at  the  election  to 
that  office. 

It  appeared  that  the  provisions  of  stat.  13  &  14  Vict.  c.  57,  relative 
♦6481  ^  ^^^  appointment  of  vestry  clerks,  had  *been  applied  to  and 
-'  were  in  force  in  the  parish  or  township  of  Bicester  Market 
End ;  and  that,  at  a  meeting  for  the  purpose  of  electing  a  vestry  clerk 
under  section  6  of  that  Act,  George  Kirby,  one  of  the  candidates, 
obtained  a  majority  over  his  opponent.  Some  of  the  votes  were  dis- 
puted, on  grounds  to  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  refer ;  for  the  question 
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ultimately  resolved  itself  into  this,  whether  William  Palmer,  who 
voted  for  Kirby,  was  entitled  to  one  vote  or  two.  He  was  assessed  to 
ihe  last  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  for  27L  lOs.  in  respect  of  a 
house  and  premises  in  his  occupation,  which  it  w^  admitted  gaFe  him 
one  Yote.  He  was  also  assessed  in  211. 15«.  for  another  property,  and 
was  also  one  of  the  two  executors  of  W.  Finch,  whose  executors  were 
rated  at  12L,  and  the  question  was  whether,  as  these  two  sums  toge- 
ther amounted  to  252.,  he  thereby  became  entitled  to  a  second  yote. 

Lush  and  Field  showed  cause. — The  third  section  of  the  58  G.  3,  c. 
69,  "For  the  regulation  of  parish  yestries,"  enacts :  "In  all  such  yes- 
tries  every  inhabitant  present,  who  shall,  by  the  last  rate  which  shall 
have  been  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  have  been  assessed  and 
charged  upon  or  in  respect  of  any  annual  rent,  profit,  or  value,  not 
amounting  to  502.,  shall  have  and  be  entitled  to  give  one  vote  and  no 
more ;  and  every  inhabitant  there  present,  who  shall  in  such  last  rate 
have  been  assessed  or  charged  upon  or  in  respect  of  any  annual  rent 
or  rents,  profit  or  value,  amounting  to  50t  or  upwards  (whether  in  one 
or  more  than  one  sum  or  charge),  shall  have  and  be  entitled  to  give 
one  vote  for  every  252.  of  annual  rent,  profit,  and  value  upon  or  in 
respect  of  which  he  shall  have  been  assessed  or  charged  in  such 
^last  rate,  so  nevertheless  that  no  inhabitant  shall  be  entitled  f^oaq 
to  give  more  than  six  votes ;  and  in  cases  where  two  or  more  *- 
of  the  inhabitants  present  shall  be  jointly  rated,  each  of  them  shall 
be  entitled  to  vote  according  to  the  proportion  and  amount  which 
shall  be  borne  by  him  of  the  joint  charge ;  and  where  one  only  of  the 
persons  jointly  rated  shall  attend  he  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  accord- 
ing to  and  in  respect  of  the  whole  of  the  joint  charge."  The  question 
here  has  never  been  raised  before ;  but  there  is  no  reason  why  this 
person  should  not  join  the  property  he  holds  in  his  personal  with  that 
which  he  holds  in  his  representative  character,  so  as  to  make  up  the 
amount  which  entitles  him  to  vote.  The  statute  does  not  say  that  the 
property  in  respect  of  which  a  man  votes  shall  consist  of  one  tene- 
ment or  many ;  the  object  of  it  was  to  give  every  person  a  number  of 
rotes  proportionate  to  his  stake  in  the  parish.  The  provision  in  the 
section  that,  where  two  or  more  inhabitants  are  jointly  rated,  each 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  according  to  his  proportion  of  the  joint  charge, 
favours  this  construction. 

It  does  not  appear  in  the  present  case  whether  the  co-executor  of 
Palmer  was  present  at  the  meeting ;  but,  even  if  he  were,  Palmer  ia 
entitled  to  vote  in  respect  of  half  the  property  of  his  testator,  which, 
together  with  his  own,  will  make  up  the  qualification. 

Huddleston  and  Sawyer j  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  statute  requires 
the  party  voting  to  be  "  assessed  and  charged"  to  a  certain  amount 
Here,  as  to  part  of  the  property,  he  is  not  *'  assessed  and  charged ;" 
bat  the  assessment  and  charge  are  on  the  executors  of  a  person  de- 
ceased. The  Legislature  did  not  intend  that  ^qualifications  in  r^igcQ 
different  rights  should  be  joined  for  this  purpose.  The  provi-  ^ 
Bion  in  the  section  relied  on  by  the  other  side  only  applies  to  the  case 
where  partners  are  rated. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — This  rule  must  be  discharged.  It  turns  entirely 
on  the  question  whether  the  voter,  William  Palmer,  was  entitled  to 
two  votes  or  one.    It  is  admitted  on  all  hands  that  he  was  entitled  to 
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one ;  so  that  the  question  resolves  itself  into  this,  was  he  entitled  to  a 
second  on  the  facts  disclosed  7 

It  appears  that  he  had  some  property  to  which  he  was  assessed  to 
the  poor-rate  'in  his  individual  capacity,  but  not  sufficient  to  make  out 
a  qualification  for  a  second  vote,  and  accordingly,  in  order  to  enable 
him  to  give  a  second  vote,  he  proposed  to  add  to  it  another  assessment 
by  which  he  was  assessed  to  the  poor-rate  as  executor  of  W.  Finch. 
The  two  qualifications  put  together  make  up  more  than  enough  to 
give  the  value,  and  the  point  therefore  is  whether,  for  this  purpose, 
property  held  by  a  man  in  his  individual  capacity  can  be  added  to 
that  held  by  him  in  his  capacity  of  executor.  Looking  to  the  statate 
58  G.  8,  c.  69,  on  which  this  question  turns,  it  is  very  plain  that  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature  was  that  parties  assessed  to  the  poor-rate 
should  vote  at  vestries  in  respect  of  the  amount  of  the  property  to 
which  they  are  assessed ;  and  it  has  been  fairly  admitted,  and  may  be 
taken  as  established,  that  properties  in  the  same  right  may  be  pat 
together  to  make  up  the  necessary  amount.  If  this  be  so,  what  is 
there  to  prevent  an  executor  voting  in  vestry  if  the  property  held  by 
him  as  such,  and  duly  assessed,  is  sufficient  in  value  7  I  go  not  see 
anything  in  the  Act,  or  in  its  policy,  to  prevent  that,  nor  any  reason 
♦6511  ^^^  ^®  should  be  excluded.  His  *property  is  equally  liable  to 
^  the  rate  with  that  of  any  other  person,  ana  ought  to  be  repre- 
sented accordingly.  I  think  this  case  comes  within  both  the  letter 
and  the  spirit  of  the  Act. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  for  the  same  reasons. 

Blackburn,  J. — Although  the  name  of  W.  Palmer  does  not  appear 
on  the  rate  for  a  portion  of  this  property,  yet  Finch's  executors  are 
charged  for  it,  and  it  is  open  to  him  to  show  that  he  is  one  of  them. 
I  cannot  see  any  difference  between  the  property  being  stated  as  be- 
longing to  Finch's  executors  and  its  being  put  down  under  the  name 
of  W.  Palmer  and  that  of  his  co-executor.  I  do  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  consider  whether  the  co-executor  of  Palmer  was  present  at  this 
vestry ;  for,  suppose  he  were  (so  as  to  reduce  the  qualification  to  the 
lowest  amount),  Palmer  would  still  be  entitled  to  62.  in  respect  of  this 
property,  and  that,  taken  with  what  he  has  in  his  own  right,  raises  the 
sum  above  252.,  and  he  therefore  would  have  a  right  to  a  second  vote 
unless  there  is  something  in  the  statute  to  prohibit  him.  The  words 
of  the  statute  appear  to  me  to  express  that,  although  a  person  is  jointly 
charged,  he  may  still  vote  if  his  proportion  of  the  joint  charge  addel 
to  the  amount  of  his  own  property  is  sufficient. 

More  express  words  might  have  been  made  use  of,  but  enough  is 
stated  to  show  that  intention ;  and,  as  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  said,  this 
construction  likewise  carries  out  the  spirit  of  the  Act 

Bole  discharged. 
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•SOMMERVILLB  v.  WILLIAM  MIREHOUSB  and  An-  r^^.^ 

other,  Esqmres.(a)    [Nov.  13,  I860.]  L  ^^^ 

Ckisrck-raU.'--Umitation  of  0'omp2atW.~ll  &  12  Vict  c.  43,  «.  11.— Ad'ton  agaviM 

justices, — 11  ^  12  Vict,  c.  44,  «.  1. 

Dedwfttion  af^nst  justices  of  ibe  pemm  alleged  that  tb«  plaintiff  was  rated  to  a  chnreb- 
rate,  wbieb  was  demanded  on  ibe  8tb  September,  1857 :  that  the  plaintiff  was  summoned  for 
Boo-payment  thereof  on  the  5ib  Maj,  1859;  that  at  the  bearing,  on  the  12th  May,  1859,  the 
plaintiff  gare  eviddnoe  that  the  rate  had  been  demanded  of  him,  and  the  matter  of  com- 
plaint bad  arisen  more  than  six  months  before  the  complaint,  and  contended  thM,  bj  slat  11 
4  13  Viet.  e.  43,  a.  11,  the  defendants  had  no  jarisdiotion :  yet  the  defendants  made  an  order 
for  payment  of  the  rate,  which  order  had  been  qnashed.  Ploa,  that  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
conplunt  it  was  proved  that,  besides  ibe  demand  of  the  rate  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the 
staie  was  again  demanded  on  the  25th  March,  1859,  and  the  complaint  was  laid  within  six 
calendar  months  from  the  time  of  that  demand.  Upon  demurrer,  held,  that  it  was  within  the 
duty  of  the  defendants,  as  justices,  to  determine  the  question  whether  a  complaint  was  made 
within  ibe  time  limited ;  and  therefore,  by  secL  1  of  stat.  11  A  12  Vict.  c.  44,  the  action  was 
Bot  maintainable  without  proof  of  malice  and  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants  were  two  of  Her  Majesty's 
jizstices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of  Gloucester,  and  the  plaintiff  was 
an  occupier  of  a  paper-mill,  lands,  buildings  and  premises  in  the  hamlet 
of  Bitton,  in  the  parish  of  Bitton.  in  the  county  aforesaid,  and  rated  in 
respect  thereof  to  a  church-rate  for  the  said  hamlet,  which  was  and  is 
a  place  making  its  own  church-rates,  in  the  sum  of  1/.  45.  0|d,  which 
church-rate  was  made  on  the  3d  February,  1857,  and  was  duly  de- 
manded by  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  hamlet,  from  the  plainti£^ 
on  the  8th  September,  1857 ;  and  which  church-rate  the  plaintiff  then 
and  there  refused  to  pay ;  and  the  plaintiff  was  in  due  form  of  law 
^required,  by  a  summons  in  that  behalf  under  the  hand  and  r4raro 
seal  of  one  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  '- 
county,  bearing  date  the  5th  May,  1859,  and  duly  served  upon  the 
plaintiff,  to  appear  on  the  12th  May,  1859,  before  her  Majesty's  just- 
ices of  the  peace  for  the  said  county  at  the  Sessions  Boom,  Lawford's 
Oate,  in  the  said  county,  to  answer  to  the  complaint  and  information 
of  A.  S.,  one  of  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  hamlet,  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  neglected  and  refused  to  pay  the  sum  aforesaid,  to  which  it 
was  alleged  in  the  summons  that  the  plaintiff  was  rated  in  the  said 
church-rate,  the  validity  of  which  rate  it  was  further  alleged  in  the 
summons  had  not  been  questioned  in  any  Ecclesiastical  Court.  And 
the  plaintiff  duly  attended  in  obedience  to  the  summons,  at  the  time 
and  place  therein  mentiofied,  before  the  defendants  then  and  diere 
being  and  acting  as  two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the 
county  of  Gloucester ;  and  the  matter  of  the  complaint  and  informa- 
tion was  then  entered  into  and  heard  by  and  before  the  defendants  so 
being  and  acting  as  such  justices ;  and  evidence  was  given  to  the  said 
justices  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  A.  S.,  as  such  complainant  as 
aforesaid,  in  support  of  the  information  and  summons ;  and  the  plain- 
tiff then  and  there  proved  to  the  defendants  then  being  and  acting  as 
such  justices,  and  tendered  and  produced  evidence  before  the  defend- 
ants then  being  and  acting  as  such  justices,  which  was  wholly  uncon- 
tradicted and  undisputed,  and  to  which  there  was  no  evidence  what- 
ever in  reply,  that  the  said  church-rate  had  been  demanded  of  the 

(a)  This  taaa  wai  eitad  In  the  aexl  eate^  aad  la  tfaarefore  reported  oat  of  itf  ord«r. 
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plaintiff,  and  that  the  matter  of  the  complaint  and  information  aforesaid 
nad  arisen  more  than  six  calendar  months  before  the  complaint  and 
^or^A-y  information  were  made  ♦and  laid,  to  wit,  on  the  8th  September, 
^  J  1857,  as  aforesaid ;  and  the  plaintiff,  by  his  attorney,  then  read 
to  the  defendants,  then  being  and  acting  as  such  justices,  the  words 
of  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided,  to  wit,  the  11  k  12 
Yict.  c.  48,  s.  11,  and  told  the  defendants  that  they  had  no  jurisdic- 
tion, as  such  justices,  in  the  matter  of  the  complaint  and  information, 
for  the  re£^on  aforesaid,  and  required  them  to  dismiss  the  summons, 
and  to  make  no  order  for  the  payment  of  the  sum  thereby  demanded. 
Yet  the  defendants,  professing  and  assuming  to  act  as  such  justices, 
but  having  no  right,  authority,  or  jurisdiction  so  to  do,  proceeded  to 
make,  and  did  make,  an  order,  under  their  hands  and  seals,  whereby 
they  ordered  and  appointed  the  plaintiff  to  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid 
unto  the  churchwaraens  of  the  hamlet  of  Bitton,  the -sum  of  It  4*.  OJrf., 
and  the  further  sum  of  IO5.  for  such  costs  and  charges  of  the  said 
churchwardens  concerning  the  premises,  as  upon  the  merits  of  the 
cause  did  appear  to  them,  the  defendants,  just  and  reasonable;  which 
order  had  dince  then  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  action  been 
duly  quashed  by  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the  causes 
aforesaid.  The  declaration,  after  an  averment  that  all  things  had 
been  done  by  the  plaintiff  and  had  happened  to  entitle  him  to  recover 
in  this  action,  concluded  thus :  ''  And  tne  plaintiff  says  that^  by  reason 
of  the  unlawful  act  of  the  defendants  in  professing  and  assuming  to 
act  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  and  in  making  the  said  order  in  the 
matter  aforesaid,  whereof  as  aforesaid  they  had  no  jurisdiction,  and 
by  reason  of  the  plaintiff  being  liable  to  be  proceeded  against  further 
in  the  matter  of  the  said  complaint  and  information,  and  to  have  his 
*6551  8^^^  distrained  *upon  if  he  should  not  obey  the  order  as  afore- 
^  said,  so  long  as  the  same  remained  of  full  force  and  not 
quashed,  the  plaintiff  has  been  put  to  great  inconvenience  and  annoy- 
ance, and  has  also  been  put  to  great  loss  and  expense,  and  has  neces- 
sarily incurred  great  costs  in  and  about  applying  to  Her  Majesty's 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  remove  the  said 
order  into  the  said  Court,  and  for  a  rule  to  quash  the  said  order,  and 
in  and  about  the  proceedings  necessarily  incidental  thereto." 

Plea,  that  upon  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  by  the  defendants,  as 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  it  was  proved  on  behalf  of  the  said 
A.  S.,  to  them  the  defendants,  and  which  proof  was  undisputed  by 
the  plaintiff,  that  besides  the  demand  of  the  rate  in  the  declaration 
mentioned,  the  same  was  again  demanded  by  the  said  A.  S.,  being 
then  one  of  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  hamlet,  on  the  25th  March, 
1859,  and  that  the  plaintiff  then  again  neglected  and  refused  to  pay 
the  same,  and  that  the  said  last-mentioned  information  and  complaint 
was  laid  within  six  calendar  months  from  the  time  when  the  last- 
mentioned  demand  and  refusal  took  place,  and  the  said  A,  S.  on  the 
said  hearing  relied  on  the  last-mentioned  demand,  and  neglect  and 
refusal,  as  the  ground  of  this  complaint. 

The  defendants  also  demurred  to  the  declaration. 

Issue  on  the  plea,  and  demurrer  thereto. 

Joinder  in  demurrers. 

Gray,  for  the  defendants. — ^Assuming  that  the  cause  of  complaint 
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was  complete  on  the  first  demand  of  the  rate,  and  that  a  second 
demand  could  not  be  made  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  sect.  11  of 
Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  *c.  43,  and  therefore  the  order,  being  made  r*a'-J 
without  jurisdiction,  was  properly  quashed,  still  this  action  ^ 
will  not  lie.  First,  an  action  will  not  lie  against  justices  for  makings 
ao  invalid  order,  if  they  honestly  made  a  mistake  in  law :  Harman  v. 
Tappenden,  1  East  555,  561,  562 ;  Ackerley  v.  Parkinaon,  8  M.  &  S. 
•til  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  80),  per  Lord  Kenyon.  Secondly,  the  plaintiffs^ 
are  protected  by  stat.  11  k  12  Vict.  c.  44.  The  action  cannot  be 
maintained  under  sect.  1,  because  the  declaration  does  not  allege  that 
the  act  which  is  the  cause  of  action  was  done  maliciously,  and  without 
reasonable  and  probable  cause.  Sect.  2  enacts,  that  ''for  any  act  done 
by  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  a  inatter  of  which  by  law  he  has  not* 
jurisdiction,  or  in  which  he  shall  have  exceeded  his  jurisdiction,  any 
person  injured  thereby,  or  by  any  act  done  un^r  any  conviction  or 
order  made  or  warrant  issued  by  such  justice,"  may  maintain  an 
action  against  such  justice,  "  as  he  might  have  done  before  the  passing 
of  this  Act,  without  making  any  allegation  in  his  declaration  that  the^ 
act  complained  of  was  done  maliciously,  and  without  reasonable  and 
probable  cause."  But  that  section  only  reserves  the  right  of  action 
for  any  act  done  under  the  order,  and  was  not  intended  to  give  a  new 
cause  of  action  against  justices.  The  costs  of  bringing  up  the  order" 
for  the  purpose  of  quashing  it  constitute  a  damnum  absque  injuris^. 

The  Court  then  called  upon 

Lush,  for  the  plaintiff. — The  justices,  in  making  their  order  upon  a 
complaint  made  more  than  six  months  from  the  first  demand  and 
refusal,  acted  without  jurisdiction ;  for.  although  they  had  jurisdic- 
tion over  the  subject-matter,  it  appeared  in  the  course  of  the  inquiry 
*before  them  that  they  had  none  to  make  the  order.  [Cock-  r#/»-7 
BURN,  C.  J. — They  made  a  judicial  mistake  in  deciding  that  a  ^ 
sufficient  complaint  was  made  within  the  time  limited  by  sect.  11  of 
Stat,  11  k  12  Vict.  c.  43:  the  principle  of  immunity  for  judicial  acts 
applies  to  this  case.  Hill,  J. — The  rule  is  laid  down  thus  in  Linford 
r.  Fitzroy,  13  Q.  B.  240,  247  (B.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  66):  '-The  broad  line- 
of  distinction  is  this;  that  unless  the  duty  of  the  magistrate  is  simply 
and  purely  ministerial,  he  cannot  be  made  liable  to  an  action  for  s 
mistake  in  doing  or  omitting  to  do  anything  in  the  execution  of  that 
duty,  unless  he  can  be  fixed  with  malice."  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — It 
was  within  the  duty  of  the  justices  to  determine  the  question  which 
was  raised  in  this  case  before  them:  indeed  that  question  was  a* 
matter  which  they  were  bound  to  decide.  Hill,  J. — If  anything  had 
been  done  under  the  order  it  might  be  different:  as  soon  as  an  invalid 
order  is  acted  upon  a  trespass  is  committed.]  The  point  as  to  juris- 
diction is  the  same  whether  the  order  is  acted  upon  or  not.  [Hill^ 
J. — ^There  is  no  injuria  until  a  seizure  of  the  plaintiff's  goods  is  made' 
in  execution  of  the  order.  CocKBURN,  C.  J. — There  was  a  good  cause 
of  complaint  before  the  justices,  but  a  statute  of  limitations  prevented 
it  from  being  proceeded  upon.]  If  justices  decide  wrongly  as  to  their 
jurisdiction  they  are  liable  tb  an  action  for  an  act  whicn  they  do  in 
consequence. 

Per  Curiam  (Cockburn,  C,  J.,  fend  Hill,  J.). 

Judgment  for  the  defenddnt^.    " 

B.  k  8.,  VOL.  L— 24 
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♦A/ifti   *PEASB  and  Others  v.  HENRY  CHAYTOR,  Eaqpire,  and 
^^J  Another.    Nov.  8. 

Church-rate, — 53  O.  3,  e,  127,  8.  7. — VdlidUy  of  raie  ditpuied. — Quaker. — Action 

againat  jueiieee, — 11  dk  12  rid,  e.  44,  m.  1,  2. 

Declaration  against  joatioM  of  the  peaoe  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  were  rated  to  a  ehnreli* 
rate,  this  ralidity  of  which  rate  was  disputed  by  them ;  that  thej  were  summoned  for  bod- 
payment  of  the  rate ;  that  at  the  hearing  before  the  defendants,  the  plaintiffs,  in  good  faith 
disputing  the  Talidity  of  the  rate,  gare  the  defendants  notice  thereof:  yet  the  defendants,  not 
acting  boniL  fide  in  the  belief  that  they  were  acting  in  conformity  to  law,  and  when  they  well 
knew  that  they  had  not  jurisdiction  to  proceed,  made  an  order  for  payment  of  the  rate,  wbi«1i 
order  was  afterwards  quashed,  and  issued  their  warrant  of  distress,  by  Tirtue  of  which  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiffs  were  distrained.  Plea,  as  to  the  distraining  of  the  good*  of  the  plain- 
tiffs ;  that  the  warrant  was  issued  on  the  application  of  the  churchwardens,  and  executed  by 
their  direction  as  well  as  by  the  command  of  the  defendants ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  afterwsrdf 
recovered  judgment  in  replcTin  against  the  churchwardens.  Upon  demurrer,  held, 
.  1.  That  the  allegations  in  the  declaration  sulBetently  showed  that  the  defendants  knew  thst 
the  validity  of  the  rate  was  boni  fide  disputed,  and  that  proper  notice  thereof  was  girea  is 
them ;  and  therefore,  by  the  proviso  to  sect  7  of  staL  63  G.  3,  c.  127,  they  acted  without  jarii- 
diction  in  making  the  order  and  warrant. 

2.  The  action  was,  therefore,  by  sect.  3  of  stat  11  A  12  Vict  c.  44,  maintainable  withott 
proof  of  malice  and  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 

3.  Stmhle,  per  Blackburn,  J.  If  the  defendaats  acted  erroneously  under  the  belief  that  the 
validity  of  the  rate  was  not  boni  fide  disputed,  the  action  would  be  within  sect  1  of  stat  11 
A  12  Vict  c.  44. 

4.  The  proviso  in  sect  7  of  stat  53  Q.  3,  o.  127,  which  takes  away  the  jurisdiction  of  jas- 
Uces  where  the  validity  of  the  rate  is  boni  fide  disputed,  extends  to  Quakers. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  (dated  27th  June,  1859)  alleged 
that  the  defendants  were  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  coanty  of 
Durham,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  lessees  and  occupiers  of  a  colliery  and 
premises  in  the  chapelry  of  St.  Helen's,  Auckland,  in  the  said  county, 
and  the  plaintifl^,  by  a  certain  name  or  style,  that  is  to  say  ''Joseph 
Pease  ana  others,  or  Company,  owners  of  St.  Helen's  Colliery,"  were 
rated  to  a  church-rate  for  the  said  chapelry,  in  a  certain  sum,  that  is 
to  say,  8Z.,  the  validity  of  which  rate  was,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 

♦ftTQI  ^^^*  *       ^^^^  thence  hitherto   has  been  and  still  is. 

-'  disputed  by  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  plaintiff  were  summoned 
to  answer  a  complaint  that  they  had  refused  to  pay  the  sum  of  SI  bs, 
4d.,  being  the  amount  of  the  said  sum  of  8L  together  with  another 
sum  of  55.  id.,  to  which  the  plaintiff  had  also  been  rated  in  like 
manner  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  church-rate,  the  validity  of  which 
they  disputed ;  that  they,  by  their  agent,  attended  pursuant  to  the 
summons,  and  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  was  adjourned  to  the  6th 
January,  A.  D.  1859,  and  upon  that  day  they  again  attended  by  their 
agent  before  the  defendants,  and  the  matters  of  the  complaint  were 
then  entered  into  and  heard  by  the  defendants.  "And  the  plainti& 
say,  that  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  the  matters  of  the  said  com- 
plaint, they  the  plainti£Es  in  good  faith,  truth,  and  sincerity,  disputing 
and  intending  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  said  rate,  upon  the  hear- 
ing of  the  said  complaint  by  their  said  agent,  gave  to  the  defendants, 
then  being  and  and  acting'  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  notice,  that 
they  the  plaintifl[s  disputed  the  validity  of  the  said  rate,  and  required 
the  defendants,  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  to  forbear  from  and  not 
to  give  judgment  in  respect  of  the  matters  of  the  said  complaint 
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And  the  plaintiff  farther  say  that,  upon  the  said  hearing  of  the  said 
complaint  by  the  defendants  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  there  was 
not  evidence  given  to  or  before  the  defendants  that  they  the  plaintiffs 
did  not,  in  fact  or  in  good  faith,  dispute  the  validity  of  the  said  rate, 
or  that  they  did  not  give  such  notice  to  the  defendants  as  aforesaid. 
Tet  the  plaintifib  in  fact  further  say  that  the  defendants  afterwards ; 
and  not  acting  bon&  fide  in  the  belief  that  they  were  acting  as  such 
justices  as  aforesaid,  or  that  they  were  acting  in  conformity  to  rtaf*() 
*law,  but  wilfully,  wrongfully,  and  of  set  purpose  disregard-  *■ 
ing  the  said  notice,  and  the  duty  of  the  defendants  as  such  justices  as 
'  aforesaid,  and  knowingly  and  wilfully  disregarding  and  disobeying 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provid^,  and  wrongfully  and 
oppressively,  and  contrary  to  law,  assuming  to  act  as  such  justices  ns 
aforesaid  in  the  matters  of  the  said  complaint  when  they  had  not,  and 
when  they  well  knew  they  had  not,  jurisdiction  to  proceed  further 
thereupon,  or  to  make  or  give  any  order,  direction,  or  judgment  upon 
the  said  matters  of  the  said  complaint,  and  notwithstanding  such  dis- 

Suting  by  the  now  plaintiffs,  and  such  notice  thereof  to  them  the 
efendants  given  as  aforesaid ;  proceeded  to  give,  and  did  give,  judg^ 
roent  in  respect  of  the  matters  of  the  said  complaint,  and  did  theii 
make  a  certain  order  in  writing,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  them 
the  defendants,  for  the  payment  by  the  plaintifis  of  the  said  sum 
of  8/.,  together  with  a  sum  of  money  for  costs,  in  which  order 
the  plaintife  were  described  by  the  name  or  style  of  'Joseph  Pease 
and  others,  owners  of  Saint  Helenas  Colliery  ;*  and  which  said  order 
by  the  defendants  so  made  as  aforesaid  was  as  follows."  [The  order 
was  set  out,  dated  the  6th  January,  1859.]  That  the  said  order  was 
removed  into  this  Court  by  certiorari,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit  was  quashed.  **  That  after  the  making  of  the  said  order 
by  the  defendants  so  made  unlawfully  and  without  jurisdiction  a^i 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  removal  thereof  into  the  said  Court  here  as 
aforesaid,  the  defendants,  having  notice  of  the  premises  aforesaid, 
and  that  the  said  order  was  null  and  void,  and  of  no  force  or  effect  in 
law,  and  that  they  the  defendants,  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  had 
no  jurisdiction,  power,  or  authority  to  act  further  in  the  *mat-  r^^/^-i 
ters  of  the  said  complaint  as  aforesaid,  and  no  jurisdiction,  ^ 
power,  or  authority  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  of  the  plaintifis 
or  otherwise  howsoever  to  levy  the  said  sums  of  money  by  the  said 
order  of  the  defendants,  so  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  ordered  to  be 
paid  by  the  plainti£&  as  aforesaid.  Yet  the  plaintiffs  in  fact  further 
say  that  the  oefendants  further,  wilfully,  wrongfully,  and  unlawfully 
assuming  to  act  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
unlawfully  and  wrongfully  levying  the  amount  of  the  said  sums  of 
money  in  and  by  the  said  order  so  unlawfully  and  wrongfully  ordered 
to  be  paid  as  aforesaid  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  of  the  plain- 
tiflEs,  by  their  warrant  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  them  the  defend- 
ants, and  directed  to  the  constable  of  West  Auckland  and  all  other 
peace  officers  in  the  said  county  of  Durham,  did  wrongfully  and  un- 
lawfully command  the  said  constable  and  peace  officers  in  Her  said 
Majesty's  name  forthwith  to  make  distress  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  plaintiff,  who  were  therein  described  as  Joseph  Pease  and 
others,  and  which  said  warrant  of  the  defendants  was  and  is  in  thestf 
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♦AftQT   *PEASB  and  Others  v.  HENRY  CHAYTOR,  Eaqmre,  and 
^^J  Another.    Nav.S. 

Chureh-raU, — 63  O.  3,  c.  127,  a,  7. — Validiiy  of  raie  disputed, — Qualcer.—AdioH 

agaviat  juaiieea, — 11  dh  12  Kid.  e.  44,  m.  1,  2. 

Deolarstion  against  jasiioea  of  the  p«aoe  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  were  rated  to  a  chareb- 
rate,  the  ralidity  of  which  rate  was  disputed  bj  them ;  that  they  were  snmmoned  for  non- 
payment of  the  rate ;  that  at  the  hearing  before  the  defendants,  the  plaintiffs,  in  good  faith 
disputing  the  Talidity  of  the  rate,  gave  the  defendants  notice  thereof:  yet  the  defendants,  not 
acting  boniL  fide  in  the  belief  that  they  were  acting  in  conformity  to  law,  and  when  they  well 
knew  that  they  had  not  Jurisdiotion  to  proceed,  made  an  order  for  payment  of  the  rate,  which 
order  was  afterwards  qnashed,  and  issued  their  warrant  of  distress,  by  rirtae  of  which  the 
goods  of  the  plaintiffi  were  distrained.  Plea,  as  to  the  distraining  of  the  gooda  of  the  plain- 
tiffs ;  that  the  warrant  was  issned  on  the  appUoation  of  the  churchwardens,  and  executed  by 
their  direction  as  well  as  by  the  command  of  the  defendants ;  and  that  the  plaintiffs  anervards 
recovered  judgment  in  replevin  against  the  ehureh wardens.  Upon  demurrer,  held, 
.  1.  That  the  allegations  in  the  declaration  snlBetently  showed  that  the  defendants  knew  thtt 
the  validity  of  the  rate  was  boni  fide  disputed,  mod  Uiat  proper  notice  thereof  was  givea  ts 
them ;  and  therefore,  by  the  proviso  to  sect  7  of  staL  63  G.  3,  c.  127,  they  acted  without  jura- 
diction  in  making  the  order  and  warrant 

3.  The  action  was,  therefore,  by  sect  3  of  stat  11  k  12  Vict  c.  44,  maintainable  withosl 
proof  of  malice  and  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 

3.  StmhU,  per  Blackburn,  J.  If  the  defendaats  acted  erroneously  under  the  belief  that  the 
validity  of  the  rate  was  not  boni  fide  disputed,  the  action  would  be  within  sect  1  of  stat  U 
A  12  Vict  c.  44. 

4.  The  proviso  in  sect  7  of  stat  53  Q.  8,  o.  137,  which  takes  away  the  jurisdiction  of  ju- 
Uces  where  the  validity  of  the  rate  is  boni  fide  disputed,  extends  to  Quakers. 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  (dated  27th  June,  1859)  alleged 
that  the  defendants  were  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of 
Durham,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  lessees  and  occupiers  of  a  colliery  ani 
premises  in  the  chapelry  of  St.  Helen's,  Auckland,  in  the  said  county, 
and  the  plaintiff,  by  a  certain  name  or  style,  that  is  to  say  ''Joseph 
Pease  ana  others,  or  Company,  owners  of  St.  Helen's  Colliery,"  were 
rated  to  a  church-rate  for  the  said  chapelry,  in  a  certain  sum,  that  is 
to  say,  8L,  the  validity  of  which  rate  was,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of 
♦ATQI  ®  ^^^'  ^  ^^^™  thence  hitherto  has  been  and  still  is. 
-'  disputed  by  the  plaintiffs ;  that  the  plaintiffs  were  summoned 
to  answer  a  complaint  that  they  had  refused  to  pay  the  sum  of  8L  bs. 
4d.,  being  the  amount  of  the  said  sum  of  8L,  together  with  another 
sum  of  55.  4(2.,  to  which  the  plaintifl^  had  also  been  rated  in  like 
manner  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  church-rate,  the  validity  of  which 
they  disputed;  that  they,  by  their  agent,  attended  pursuant  to  the 
summons,  and  the  hearing  of  the  complaint  was  adjourned  to  the  6th 
January,  A.  D.  1859,  and  upon  that  day  they  again  attended  by  their 
agent  before  the  defendants,  and  the  matters  of  the  complaint  were 
then  entered  into  and  heard  by  the  defendants.  "And  the  plaintiffs 
say,  that  at  the  time  of  the  hearing  of  the  matters  of  the  said  com- 
plaint, they  the  plainti£Es  in  good  faith,  truth,  and  sincerity,  disputing 
and  intending  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  said  rate,  upon  the  hear- 
ing of  the  said  complaint  by  their  said  agent,  gave  to  the  defendants, 
then  being  and  and  acting'  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  notice,  that 
they  the  plaintiffs  disputed  the  validity  of  the  said  rate,  and  required 
the  defendants,  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  to  forbear  from  and  not 
to  give  judgment  in  respect  of  the  matters  of  the  said  complaint 
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And  the  plaintiff  further  say  that,  upon  the  said  hearing  of  the  said 
complaint  by  the  defendants  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  there  was 
iK>t  evidence  given  to  or  before  the  defendants  that  they  the  plaintiffs 
did  not,  in  fact  or  in  good  faith,  dispute  the  validity  of  the  said  rate, 
or  that  they  did  not  give  such  notice  to  the  defendants  as  aforesaid. 
Yet  the  plainti£b  in  fact  further  say  that  the  defendants  afterwards ; 
and  not  acting  bonfi  fide  in  the  belief  that  they  were  acting  as  such 
justices  as  aforesaid,  or  that  they  were  acting  in  conformity  to  rta£»(\ 
*law,  but  wilfully,  wrongfully,  and  of  set  purpose  disregard-  *■ 
ing  the  said  notice,  and  the  duty  of  the  defendants  as  such  justices  as 
'  aforesaid,  and  knowingly  and  wilfully  disregarding  and  disobeying 
the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided,  and  wrongfully*^ ana 
oppressively,  and  contrary  to  law.  assuming  to  act  as  such  justices  as 
aforesaid  in  the  matters  of  the  said  complaint  when  they  had  not,  and 
when  they  well  knew  they  had  not,  jurisdiction  to  proceed  further 
thereupon,  or  to  make  or  give  any  order,  direction,  or  judgment  upon 
the  said  matters  of  the  said  complaint,  and  notwithstanding  such  dis- 

Sating  by  the  now  plaintiffs,  and  such  notice  thereof  to  them  the 
efendants  given  as  aforesaid ;  proceeded  to  give,  and  did  give,  judg^ 
ment  in  respect  of  the  matters  of  the  said  complaint,  and  did  theii 
make  a  certain  order  in  writing,  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  them 
the  defendants,  for  the  payment  by  the  plaintiffs  of  the  said  sum 
of  8/.,  together  with  a  sum  of  money  for  costs,  in  which  order 
the  plaintiff  were  described  by  the  name  or  style  of  '  Joseph  Pease 
and  others,  owners  of  Saint  Helen's  Colliery ;'  and  which  said  order 
by  the  defendants  so  made  as  aforesaid  was  as  follows."  [The  order 
was  set  out,  dated  the  6th  January,  1859.]  That  the  said  order  was 
removed  into  this  Court  by  certiorari,  and  before  the  commencement 
of  this  suit  was  quashed.  **  That  after  the  making  of  the  said  order 
by  the  defendants  so  made  unlawfully  and  without  jurisdiction  as 
aforesaid,  and  before  the  removal  thereof  into  the  said  Court  here  as 
aforesaid,  the  defendants,  having  notice  of  the  premises  aforesaid, 
and  that  the  said  order  was  null  and  void,  and  of  no  force  or  effect  in 
law,  and  that  they  the  defendants,  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  had 
DO  jurisdiction,  power,  or  authority  to  act  further  in  the  *mat-  r^gg-i. 
ters  of  the  said  complaint  as  aforesaid,  and  no  jurisdiction,  '- 
power,  or  authority  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  of  the  plaintifis 
or  otherwise  howsoever  to  levy  the  said  sums  of  money  by  the  said 
order  of  the  defendants,  so  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  ordered  to  be 
paid  by  the  plaintifis  as  aforesaid.  Yet  the  plaintiffs  in  fact  further 
say  that  the  oefendants  further,  wilfully,  wrongfully,  and  unlawfully 
assuming  to  act  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
unlawfully  and  wrongfully  levying  the  amount  of  the  said  sums  of 
money  in  and  by  the  said  order  so  unlawfully  and  wrongfully  ordered 
to  be  paid  as  aforesaid  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  of  the  plain- 
tifi,  by  their  warrant  under  the  hands  and  seals  of  them  the  defend- 
ants, and  directed  to  the  constable  of  West  Auckland  and  all  other 
Goe  officers  in  the  said  county  of  Durham,  did  wrongfully  and  un- 
fuily  command  the  said  constable  and  peace  officers  in  Her  said 
Majesty's  name  forthwith  to  make  distress  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
of  the  plaintiflb,  who  were  therein  described  as  Joseph  Pease  and 
<^er8y  and  which  said  warrant  of  the  defendants  was  and  is  in  thesd 
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tirords."  \The  warrant,  which  was  set  out,  was  dated  the  3d  Febmarj, 
1859,  and  described  the  plaintifib  as  ''Joseph  Pease  and  others, 
owners  of  St.  Helen's  Colliery,  in  the  said  conntj,  being  persons 
eommonly  called  Quakers.'']  "And  by  yirtue  of  waich  said  warrant 
of  the  defendants  so  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  made  and  issued,  and 
delivered  to  the  said  constable  and  peace  officers  as  aforesaid,"  (Uvers 
of  the  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiffs  were  unlawfully  and 
wrongfully  seized,  taken,  and  distrained,  whereby  the  plainti£&  were 
obliged  to  apply,  and  did  apply  for  and  obtain,  a  writ  of  certiorari  to 
*M^1   remove  the  said  order  into  thin  Court,  and  were  also  *obliged 

''-'  to  apply  and  did  apply  for  and  obtain  a  rule  to  quash  the  said  ' 
order,  and  were  also  obliged  to  cause  the  said  order  to  be,  and  the 
same  was,  accordingly  quashed ;  and  the  plaintiff  were  put  to  and 
in<surred  great  expenses,  costs,  and  charges,  &c. 

Second  plea,  to  so  much  of  the  causes  of  action  in  the  first  count 
of  the  declaration  mentioned  as  relates  to  or  were  occasioned  by  the 
seizing,  taking,  and  distraining  of  the  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  of 
the  plaintiffs  as  in  the  said  count  mentioned :  the  defendants  say  that 
the  said  warrant  by  yirtue  of  which  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels 
were  so  seized,  taken,  and  distrained  was  applied  for  and  was  issued 
on  the  application,  at  the  instance  and  on  the  behalf  of  D.  Y.  and 
T.  S.,  then  being  the  churchwardens  of  the  said  chapelry,  and  the 
said  warrant  was  executed,  and  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels 
were  so  seizsed,  taken,  and  distrained,  by  and  by  the  direction  and 
order  and  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  D.  V.  and  T.  S.,  as  well  as  by  the 
Command  of  the  defendants.  And  the  defendants  further  say  that, 
after  the  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  were  so  seized,  taken,  and  dis- 
trained, the  plainti&  commenced  and  levied  a  plaint  or  action  of 
replevin  in  the  county  court  of  Durham,  holden  at  Bishop  Auckland, 
in  the  said  county,  against  the  said  D.  Y.  and  T.  S.,  for  and  in  respect 
of  the  said  seizing,  taking,  and  distraining  of  the  said  cattle,  goods, 
and  chattels,  and  the  damages  thereby  occasioned  to  the  plaintiffs^ 
and  thereupon,  by  virtue  of  certain  process  issued  out  of  and  by  the 
last-mentioned  court,  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  were  re- 
plevied and  redelivered  to  the  plaintiffs ;  and  such  proceedings  were 
thereupon  had  in  the  said  plaint  or  action  that  afterwards  it  was  con- 

*6B31  ^^^^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^7  ^^®  last-mentioned  *court  that  the  plainti^ 
^  should  recover  against  the  said  D.  Y.  and  T.  S.,  IZ.  18«.  for  the 
aaid  seizing,  taking,  and  distraining  of  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and 
ehattels  and  damages,  and  22.  S$.  M.  for  the  costs  and  charges  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  and  about  the  last-mentioned  suit,  as  by  the  proceedings 
in  the  last-mentioned  Court  appears*  which  said  judgment  still  re- 
mains in  full  force  and  effect  ana  not  in  the  least  reversed  or  made 
void. 

The  defendants  also  demurred  to  the  first  count. 

Demurrer  to  the  second  plea. 

Joinder  in  demurrers. 

Hirulmarch,  for  the  plaintiffs.— Section  7  cf  stat  53  G.  8,  c.  127, 
Irhich  gives  power  to  justices  of  the  peace  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
a  sum  not  exceeding  101.  due  upon  a  church-rate,  contains  a  proviso 
"  that  if  the  validity  of  such  rate,  or  the  liability  of  the  person  from 
Irhom  it  is  demanded  to  pay  the  same,  be  disputed^  and  the  party  dift* 
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patiBg  the  same  give  notice  thereof  to  the  justices,  tbe  justices  sball 
forbear  giving  judgment  thereupon,  and  the  person  or  persons  demand- 
ing the  same  may  then  proceed  to  the  recovery  of  their  demand, 
according  to  due  course  of  law,  as  heretofore  used  and  accustomed." 
The  eflbet  of  the  proviso  is  that,  as  soon  as  it  appears  that  there  is  a 
question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rate,  the  summary  jurisdiction  is  at 
an  endj(a)  It  is  alleged  in  the  declaration  that,  at  the  hearing  of  the 
complaint,  the  validity  of  the  rate  was  bonfi  fide  disputed  by  the  plain- 
tifi,  and  that  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer  to  the  declaration.  Con- 
sequently the  act  of  issuing  the  warrant  of  distress  upon  the  goods  of 
the  plaintiflb  was  not  an  act  done  by  *the  justices  iu  the  execu-  rtarii 
tion  of  their  duty  with  respect  to  a  matter  within  their  jurisdio-  '• 
tioD,  which  is  protected,  if  not  done  maliciously  and  without  reasonable 
and  probable  cause,  by  sect.  1  of  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  44 ;  but  was  an 
act  done  by  them  in  a  matter,  of  which  by  law  they  had  not  jurisdic- 
tion, and  therefore  the  action  lies,  by  sect.  2,  without  ai^  allegation  iu 
the  declaration  that  the  act  was  done  maliciously  and  without  reason- 
able and  probable  cause.  In  Leary  v.  Patrick,  15  Q.  B.  266  (E.  C.  L. 
R.  vol.  69),  there  was  a  conviction  by  justices,  adjudging  the  plaintiff 
to  pay  s  penalty,  but  silent  as  to  costs,  and.  a  distress  warrant  having 
iasaed  for  the  penalty  and  costs,  it  was  held  that  the  seizure  of  the 
plaintifT^s  goods  was  an  excess  of  jurisdiction  for  which  an  action  of 
trespass  lay  under  sect.  2.  Lord  Campbell  said,  p.  272:  ''Stat.  11  & 
12  Vict.  c.  44,  s.  2,  leaves  the  remedy  of  a  party  injured  the  same  as 
it  would  have  been  before  that  Act,  in  cases  in  which  justices  have 
acted  without  jurisdiction  or  have  exceeded  their  jurisdiction,  provided 
that  the  conviction  has  been  quashed  before  action."  In  Barton  v. 
Bricknell,  18  Q.  B.  898  (B.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  66),  a  conviction  of  the  plain- 
tiff  directed  that  in  case  of  non-payment  of  a  penalty  and  costs,  if  there 
should  not  be  sufficient  distress,  the  plaintiff  should  be  set  in  the 
itoeks :  after  his  goods  were  distrained,  the  conviction  was  quashed  on 
account  of  the  illegal  alternative  as  to  confinement  in  the  stocks ;  and 
it  was  held  that  the  defendant  was  protected  by  sect.  1  of  stat.  11  & 
12  Vict.  c.  44,  from  an  action  of  trespass  tor  the  distress ;  but  the 
Jud/^es  intimated  an  opinion  that,  if  the  plaintiff  had  been  put  in  the 
stocks  under  the  illegal  alternative,  an  action  would  have  lain.  [Cock- 
burn,  C.  J. — That  point  *was  not  necessary  to  be  decided  in  r«Qgx 
that  case.  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  sect.  1  goes  farther  than  ^ 
the  Judges  there  thought  Wiqhtman,  J. — Section  1  applies  when 
the  justice  acts  within  his  jurisdiction,  but  irregularly:  section  2  when 
he  acts  without  jurisdiction,  or  in  excess  of  his  jurisdiction.]  Sect.  I 
applies  where  a  justice  convicts  a  person  without  any  evidence  of  the 
offence  charged.  Somraerville  v.  Mirehouse,  8  L.  T.  N.  S.  294,(/>)  will 
be  cited  for  the  defendants.  In  that  case,  upon  a  complaint  to  justices 
for  non  payment  of  a  church-rate,  it  was  contended  that,  there  having 
been  two  demands  of  the  rate,  the  first  more  than  six  months  before 
the  complaint,  the  cause  of  complaint  was  at  an  end  when  that  dcmnnd 
was  maae;  but  the  justices  held  that  the  second  demand,  which  was 
made  within  six  months,  might  be  relied  on  as  the  ground  of  com- 
plaint, and  made  an  order  for  payment.     The  order  having  been 

(a)  See  RicketU  r.  Bodenham,  4  A.  A  B.  483,  448  (G.  C.  L.  K.  Tol.  81). 
{b)  Bef  ortod  «ap?»,  p.  6^3, 
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quashed,  this  Court  held  that  an  action  against  the  justices  was  not 
maintainable,  seeing  that  it  was  within  their  duty  to  determine  the 
question  whether  there  was  a  complaint  within  six  months.  [Cock- 
burn,  C.  J. — In  this  case  the  justices  would  have  to  decide  whether 
the  notice  that  the  validity  of  the  rate  was  disputed  was  given  boni 
fide.]  Upon  the  pleadings  it  is  admitted  that  there  was  a  dispute. 
[Blackburn,  J. — ^There  is  no  averment  in  the  declaration  negativing 
that  the  justices  adjudicated  on  the  ground  that  they  did  not  believe 
that  the  notice  was  bonfi  fide  given.]  That  would  come  from  the  de- 
fendants by  way  of  plea.  The  judgment  of  the  justices,  that  notice 
was  not  given  bonfi  fide,  would  not  be  conclusive.  [Blackburn,  J. 
— But  it  would  bring  the  case  within  sect.  1  of  stat.  11  k  12  Vict  c. 

*fi6d1   ^'  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^'  ^'     *^^^^  ^^'^  count  charge  more 
^  than  that  the  defendants,  without  reasonable  and  probable 

cause,  believed  that  there  was  no  bonfi  fide  dispute  7]  The  declaration 
negatives  everything  which  would  show  that  there  was  not  a  boni 
fide  dispute,  and  therefore  the  issuing  the  warrant  was  without  juris- 
diction. 

Secondly,  it  will  be  said  that  the  warrant  of  distress  was  issued 
against  the  plaintiffi  as  Quakers,  and  therefore  the  proceeding  was 
under  st«t.  7  &  8  W.  8,  c.  34,  s.  4.  But  the  order  does  not  state  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  Quakers;  and  further,  stat.  63  G.  8,  c.  127,  s.  7, 
applies  to  Quakers.  In  Backhouse,  app.,  The  Churchwardens  of 
Bishopwearmouth,  resps.,  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  816  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  99),  on 
a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  it  was 
held  that,  when  a  Quaker  was  summoned  before  justices,  under  stat.  7 
&  8  W.  3,  c.  34,  s.  4,  for  non-payment  of  church-rate,  if  he  bon£  fide 
disputed  the  viilidity  of  the  rate  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  was 
taken  away  by  stat.  63  G.  3,  c.  127,  s.  7.  [He  did  not  argue  in  sup- 
port of  the  demurrer  to  the  second  plea.] 

Heath,  for  the  defendants. — ^First,  stat.  63  G.  3,  c.  127,  gives  the 
justices  a  general  jurisdiction  for  enforcing  payment  of  a  sum  not 
exceeding  10?.,  due  upon  a  church-rate,  provided  the  validity  of  the 
rate  or  the  liability  of  the  person  from  whom  it  is  demanded  be  not 
disputed.  In  this  case  the  justices  must  have  determined  that  the 
validity  of  the  rate  was  not  bonfi  fide  disputed,  and  therefore,  by  sect 
1  of  stat.  11  k  12  Vict.  c.  44,  the  declaration  ought  to  have  alleged 
that  the  acts  which  are  the  causes  of  action  were  done  maliciously  and 
^without  reasonable  and  probable  cause.  [He  cited  Tozer  v. 
Child,  in  error,  7  E.  &  B.  377  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  90),  Garnett  v. 
Ferrand,  6  B.  &  C.  611  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  13),  Hamond  v.  Howell,  1 
Mod.  184,  2  Mod.  218,  there  cited.]  The  statements  in  the  declaration 
are  not  equivalent  to  such  an  allegation. 

Secondly.  No  action  lies  against  justices  for  a  judicial  act  done  by 
them  in  the  execution  of  their  office  within  their  general  jurisdiction; 
that  is,  in 'a  case  where  they  had  jurisdiction  at  the  commencement 
of  the  proceeding :  The  Marshalsea  Case,  10  Rep.  68  b,  76  a,  Bosh- 
eirs  Case,  Vaugh.  136.  138,  139,  T.  Jones  13,  15,  per  Vaughan,  C.J. 
In  Ackerley  v.  Parkinson,  8  M.  &  S.  411  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  30),  where 
the  defendant,  as  vicar-general  of  the  bishop,  had  excommunicated 
the  plaintiff  for  not  taking  upon  him  administration  of  an  intestate*9 
effects,  and  the  citation  by  which  the  plaintiff  was  cited  was  void,  and 
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the  proceedings  thereupon  had  been  set  aside,  and  there  was  no 
malice ;  the  subject-matter  of  the  judgment  being  within  the  defend- 
ant's jurisdiction,  it  was  held  that  no  action  would  lie.  [ Wiohtman, 
J. — ^In  that  case  the  defendant  had  jurisdiction,  but  exercised  it  irreg- 
ularly  and  erroneously.]  Barton  v.  Bricknell,  18  Q.  B.  893  (E.  C.  L. 
R.  vol.  66),  decided  ihat,  though  the  warrant  was  informal,  yet,  if  the. 
plaintiff  did  not  suffer  the  portion  of  the  sentence  which  was  illegal, 
ne  could  not  maintain  an  action.  In  Sommerville  v,  Mirehouse,(a) 
the  order  must  have  been  quashed  on  the  ground  of  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion, though  it  appears  that  no  cause  was  shown  against  the  rule  for 
quashing  it.  [BLACKBURN,  J. — The  form  of  the  onier  is  not  set  out 
in  the  declaration  in  -that  case.  In  one  sense  there  was  want  of 
^jurisdiction  in  the  justices  to  make  the  order;  but  if  the  cer-  r*/}/»o 
tiorari  is  not  taken  away  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  quash  '- 
an  order,  that  want  of  jurisdiction  should  be  shown  on  the  face  of  the 
order.  Cockburn,  C.  J. — It  is  sufficient  that  there  is  error  in  the 
proceeding.  In  Sommerville  v.  Mirehouse,  it  being  required  by  sect. 
11  of  Stat.  11  &  12  Yict.  c.  43^  that  the  complaint  should  be  made 
t7ithin  six  months  from  the  time  of  the  demand,  the  justices  adjudi- 
cated that  there  was  a  complaint  within  that  time.  In  this  case,  by 
sect.  7  of  Stat.  53  G.  3,  c.  127,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  is  taken 
away  under  the  particular  circumstance  .of  the  validity  of  the  rate 
being  disputed ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  justices  decided  that 
there  was  no  bona  fide  dispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rate.] 

Thirdly.  The  defendants  did  not  proceed  unaer  stat.  68  G.  8,  c.  127. 
The  warrant  states  that  the  plaintiff  were  Quakers,  and  it  is  not 
alleged  in  the  declaration  that  they  are  not  Quakers.  [Cockburn, 
C.  J. — It  is  rather  a  startling  proposition  that  Quakers  are  not  in  the 
same  position  as  other  subjects  of  the  realm  with  reference  to  the 
enactment  enabling  persons  summoned  before  justices  of  the  peace  for 
non-payment  of  church-rate  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  rate.] 
Stat.  7  &  8  W.  8,  c.  84,  s.  4,  gave  a  summary  jurisdiction  to  enforce 
payment  of  church-rates  not  exceeding  102.  against  Quakers,  and  in 
that  statute  there  is  no  such  proviso  as  in  siect.  7  of  stat.  58  G.  4,  c.  127. 
[Cockburn,  C.  J. — The  Quaker  cannot  be  deprived  of  the  benefit  of  . 
stat.  53  G.  3,  c.  127.  which  applies  to  all  the  subjects  of  the  realm,  > 
bj  its  being  said  that  the  proceeding  is  taken  under  the  former  Act 
The  two  statutes  are  inconsistent  with  each  other,  and  *there-  r^ga 
fore  the  latter  repeals  the  former.  The  plaintiff  did  not  refuse  ^ 
payment  of  the  rate  on  the  ground  of  scruple  of  conscience :  he  dis- 
puted the  validity  of  the  rate.]  It  is  submitted  that  the  two  statutes 
are  not  inconsistent.  And,  if  the  former  is  not  repealed,  the  justices 
were  not  without  jurisdiction,  although  they  might  intend  to  act 
under  the  latter  statute.  [Blackburn,  J. — ^In  Backhouse,  app.,  The 
Churchwardens  of  Bishopwearmouth,  resps.,  9  C.  B.  N.  S.  815  (E.  C. 
L.  B.  vol.  99),  the  order  for  payment  of  the  church-rate  was  made 
upon  the  appellant  as  a  Quaker ;  and  therefore  it  is  a  stronger  case 
than  the  present.]  The  Court  will  not  consider  itself  bound  by  that 
decision,  because  there  could  not  be  an  appeal  from  it.(6)    [Cockburn, 

(a)  Reported  snpm,  p.  052. 

(6)  See  Cftodliih  «.  Bimptoo,  aatd,  p.  807,  per  Cxompton,  J. 
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C.  J. — ^It  is  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction,  and  if 
you  wish  it  to  be  reviewed  you  ijiust  go  to  a  Court  of  error.] 

Fourthly.  The  action  was  brought  too  late.  By  stat.  53  G.  3,  c. 
127,  8.  12,  every  action  brought  "for  anything  done  in  pursuance 
of  this  Act"  •'  shall  be  commenced  within  three  calendar  months  next 
after  the  fact  committed."  This  declaration  is  not  in  trespass  for 
seizing  and  taking  the  goods  of  the  plaintiff;  but  alleges  "  by.  virtue 
of  which  said  warrant  of  the  defendants,  so  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
made  and  issued,"  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  plaintiflfe  '  were 
unlawfully  and  wrongfully  seized,  taken,  and  distrained."  [Wight- 
man,  J. — The  declaration  may  now  be  m  case ;  though  formerly,  if 
the  justices  acted  without  jurisdiction,  it  would  have  been  in  trespass.] 
The  making  of  the  order  and  the  warrant  by  the  defendants  constitute 
the  cause  of  action  complained  of.     [He  cited  Theobald  v.  Crichmore^ 

♦6701    1  ^-  *  ^'^-  ^^'^ J     [Cqckburn,  C.  J.— The  *making  of  the 
-•   order  and  the  warrant  weris  only  an  inchoate  cause  of  action, 
which  was  not  complete  till  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  were  seized.] 

Fifthly.  If  the  seizure  of  the  goods  of  the  plajntiffs  under  the  war- 
rant, although  not  expressly  alleged  to  have  been  done  by  the  defend- 
ants, is  the  cause  of  action,  the  plea  of  judgment  recovered  in  the 
replevin  suit  against  the  churchwardens,  who  were  concerned  jointly 
with  the  plaintiffs  in  that  seizure,  is  an  answer. 

ffindmarch,  in  reply. — The  order  should  have  shown  that  the  pro- 
ceeding was  against  a  Quaker,  if  the  justices  did  not  act  under  stat. 
63  G.  3,  c.  127.  As  to  the  action  being  too  li^te,  it  is  not  shown  on 
the  record  that  the  warrant  was  executed  and  the  costs  were  incurred 
more  than  three  months  from  the  commencement  of  the  action. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  the  declaration  is  good,  and. 
that  the  demurrer  must  be  overruled. 

The  whole  question  turns  oi^  the  construction  of  stat.  58  G.  S,  c. 
127,  s.  7,  with  reference  to  the  facts  as  disclosed  in  the  declaration ; 
and  we  must  take  it  as  admitted  on  the  record  that,  upon  this  com- 
plaint against  the  plaintiffs  for  non-payment  of  church-rate  coming  on 
to  be  heard  before  the  justices,  the  defendants,  the  plaintiiEEj  bona  fide 
disputed  the  validity  of  the  rate,  and  gave  the  necessary  notice  there- 
of to  the  justices;  that  the  justices,  being  satisfied  that  such  notice  was 
given  and  that  there  was  a  bonS  fide  dispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
rate,  nevertheless  proceeded  to  adjudicate  on  the  complaint.  Juris- 
diction in  the  matter  of  enforcing  payment  of  church-rate,  as  regards 
all  the  subjects  of  the  Queen  generally,  was  given  to  justices  for 

J  section  follows  this  proviso.  (His  Lordship  read  it.)  The 
effect  of  this  enactment,  coupled  with  the  proviso,  is  to  give  jurisdic- 
tion to  justices  to  enforce  payment  of  church-rate,  by  issuing  their 
warrant  of  distress  upon  the  goods  of  the  party,  except  where  the 
validity  of  the  rate,  or  the  liability  of  the  person  from  whom  it  is 
demanded,  is  disputed,  and  the  party  gives  notice  thereof  to  the  just- 
ices. I  admit  that  the  question  whether  the  validity  of  the  rate  or 
the  liability  of  the  party  is  honSi  fide  disputed,  and  vhether  notice  of 
the  intention  to  dispute  it  has  been  properly  given  to  the  justices,  is  a 
question  on  which  it  is  competent  for  them  to  adjudicate.  Such  an 
-mswer  to  the  complaint  iirould  be  in  the  nature  of  a  plea  to  the 
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jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  therefore  within  the  competency  of  the 
Court  before  whom  that  plea  was  preferred  to  decide.  But  on  the 
demurrer  to  this  declaration,  it  must  be  taken  that  the  justices  had  no 
cause  to  believe  that  the  validity  of  the  rate  was  not  bonS  fide  dis- 
puted ;  nor  was  there  any  ground  for  saying  that  due  notice  was  not 
given  to  them  of  the  intention  to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  rate. 
Therefore,  there  being  a  valid  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
they  were  bound,  in  compliance  with  the  proviso  in  sect.  7,  to  forbear 
giving  judgment  upon  the  complaint,  and  were  in  the  same  position 
as  if  the  statute  which  gave  them  jurisdiction  had  never  passed :  in 
other  words,  they  were  deprived  of  jurisdictio|i  in  the  matter.  Not- 
Fithstanding,  they  made  an  order  and  issued  their  warrant,  under 
which  the  plaintiff's  goods  were  seized ;  therefore  this  action  may  be 
maintained. 

WiGHTiiAN,  J. — The  plaintiffs  in  their  declaration  *complain  (-^570 
that  the  defendants,  as  justices,  not  having  jurisdiction  so  to  do,  I- 
issued  their  warrant  of  distress,  and  cansea  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  to 
be  taken  for  payment  of  a  church-rate.  The  question  is  whether,  ii^ 
issuing  their  warrant  and  so  causing  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  to  be 
taken,  the  justices  acted  without  jurisdiction,  or  whether  they  had  juris- 
diction to  issue  their  warrant,  and  there  has  been  merely  a  want  of  form 
or  irregularity  in  the  proceeding,  which  would  make  it  necessary,  in 
order  to  maintain  an  action  against  them,  to  allege  that  the  act  was 
done  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause.  It 
appears  to  me,  on  the  face  of  this  declaration,  that  though  in  the  first 
instance  the  defendants  had  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  complaint; 
made  by  the  applicants  for  a  warrant  of  distress  for  payment  of  the 
church-rate,  yet,  when  they  fonnd  that  the  plaintiflS  bona  fide  intended 
to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  rs^te,  their  jurisdiction  from  that  time 
ceasea,  and  they  ought  to  have  held  their  hands  and  forborne  from 
giving  judgment  in  the  case.  If  it  had  appeared  on  the  face  of  the 
declaration,  or  might  be  inferred  by  reasonable  construction  from 
some  allegations  in  it,  that  they  had  reasonable  ground  for  believing 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  bonS  fide  dispute  the  validity  of  the  rate, 
the  question  might  have  been  different.  But  it  is  alleged  that  ''  the 
plain tif6,  in  good  faith,  truth,  and  sincerity  disputing  and  intendiug 
to  dispute  the  validity  of  the  said  rate  upon  the  hearing  of  the  said 
complaint,"  gave  notice  that  they  disputed  the  validity  of  the  rate. 
Moreover,  it  is  alleged  that  the  defendants,  "  not  acting  bond  fide  in 
the  belief  that  they  were  acting  as  such  justices  as  aforesaid,  or  that 
they  were  acting  in  conformity  to  law,"  "and  when  *they  well  r»gY«i 
knew  that  ^hey  had  nqt  jurisdiction  to  proceed  further,"  *■ 
nevertheless  made  an  or4er  and  issued  their  ^arrant  of  distress. 
These  allegations  are  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  and  show  that  the 
justices  were  proceeding,  notwithstanding  they  knew  that  there  was 
a  bona  fide  dispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rate.  Stat.  53  0.  S,  c. 
127,  s.  7,  under  which  the  proceedings  were  taken,  contains  a  prohi- 
bition against  their  so  proceeding,  and  therefore  they  acted  without 
juriadictioa  in  making  the  order  and  ip  issuing  their  warrant :  the 
act  was  coram  non  judice;  and,  consequently,  the  declaration  may  be 
supported,  without  an  allegation  that  the  warrant  was  issued  mali- 
ciously and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 
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Blackburn,  J. — ^I  am  also  of  opinion  that  judgment  on  the  de- 
murrer to  this  declaration  ought  to  oe  given  for  the  plaintifi&.  Juris- 
diction is  given  to  justices  of  the  peace  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
church-rates  by  sect.  7  of  stat.  58  G.  8,  c.  127,  unless  there  is  a 
dispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rate  or  the  liability  of  the  person 
from  whom  it  is  demanded  to  pay  it,  and  notice  thereof  be  given  to 
them.  It  appears  sufficiently  upon  the  face  of  this  declaration  that 
there  was  a  bonS  fide  dispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rate,  and  that 
notice  thereof  was  given  to  the  justices  by  the  party  disputing  the 
same,  and  therefore,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  proviso  in  that 
section,  they  ought  to  have  foroorne  giving  judgment.  There  might 
be  a  case  in  which,  though  there  was  a  bonli  fide  dispute,  the  justices 
erroneously  came  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  bona  fides  and 
that  a  dispute  did  not  exist,  and  then  proceeded,  notwithstanding 

'^6741  ^^^^^  J^^^i<^^io^  ^^  taken  away.  In  such  a  *case  I  should 
-'  think  that  their  judgment  would  be  void,  because  in  fact  a 
dispute  did  exist.  But  I  should  also  think  that,  if  they  adjudicated 
unaer  a  belief  that  a  dispute  did  not  exist,  they  would  be  acting  in 
the  execution  of  their  duty  as  justices  with  respect  to  a  matter  within 
their  jurisdiction,  and  consequently  would  be  entitled  to  the  qualified 
protection  of  sect.  1  of  stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  44,  viz.,  that  in  an  action 
Drought  against  them  it  should  be  alleged  and  proved  that  the  act 
was  done  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 
At  one  time  I  doubted  how  the  allegations  in  this  declaration,  which 
is  of  unnecessary  length  and  prolixity,  were  to  be  understood ;  but  I 
now  agree  with  my  brother  Wightman  that  those  allegations,  as 
admitted  on  the  demurrer,  must  be  read  as  asserting,  not  that  the 
justices  did  not  believe,  though  wrongly,  that  there  was  a  bona  fide 
aispute  as  to  the  validity  of  the  rate,  but  that  they,  knowing  that 
there  was  such  a  bonfi  fide  dispute,  disregarded  it  and  went  on  to 
adjudicate.  Therefore  they  proceeded  without  jurisdiction,  and  are 
liable  to  this  action. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiflb  on  the  demurrer  to  the  declara- 
tion. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants  on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea. 


*^-.,   *In  the  matter  of  a  plaint  between  ANN  WEBB  YOUKG 
"'^■1       and  The  BROMPTON,  CHATHAM,  GILLINGHAM  and 
ROCHESTEE  Waterworks  Company  (limited).    Nov.  18. 

CoanUj  Cour^.— 19  ik  20  Vict.  e.  108,  »».  39,  70.— Sta^  of  Action.Samd. "Corpora- 
tion. 

Bj  tUt.  19  A  20  VioL  o.  108,  i.  39,  in  ctrtain  OMet,  if  »  d«feodaiit  oliJ«ett  to  the  actioi 
Iwiog  tried  in  the  County  Court,  and  giTOi  security  to  be  npproTed  of  by  tbe  regittnr,  tbt 
action  ihall  be  stayed  ;  and  by  sect.  70  "  sucb  security  sbaU  be  at  the  cost  of  tbe  party  givinc 
it,  and  in  tbe  form  of  a  bond,  with  sureties  to  the  otlier  party  :**  and  in  tbe  form  girea  in  the 
Sehedale  of  Forms  to  the  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  County  Courts,  the  bond  purports  to  bs 
executed  by  the  party  and  two  sureties :  Held, 

1.  That  the  registrar  could  not  decline  to  s^proTO  m  bond,  on  the  ground  thai  the  defeadsat 
was,  by  law,  incompetent  to  execute  a  bond. 
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2.  ThAt  where  tiie  defendanU  were  an  incorporated  Joint  itoek  Company,  limited,  it  waa 
vilhin  the  leope  of  their  general  authority  to  ezeouto  sneh  a  bond« 

In  this  Term  (November  2d),  Prentice  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon 
the  plaintiff  and  the  Registrar  of  the  County  Court  of  Kent,  holden  at 
Bochester,  to  show  cause  why  the  registrar  should  not  approve  and 
receive,  as  of  the  1st  November,  the  bond  tendered  to  him  by  the  de- 
fendants, under  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  s.  89. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that,  on  the  28d  October,  1861,  a 
plaint  was  entered  by  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  County  Court  against 
the  defendants  for  the  sum  of  50!.,  for  damages  sustained  by  tlie  plain- 
tiff through  the  negligence  of  the  defendants.  The  defendants  objected 
to  the  action  being  tried  in  the  County  Court,  and,  in  pursuance  of 
Stat  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  s.  39,  gave  the  notice  required  by  rale  134 
of  "  The  rules  and  orders  for  regulating  the  practice  of  *the  r*/^^^ 
County  Courts,  and  forms  of  proceeding  therein."(a)  On  the  ^ 
day  appointed  by  the  registrar  for  the  execution  of  the  bond,  the 
attorney  for  the  dfefendants  tendered  to  the  registrar,  for  his  approval, 
a  bond  in  the  form  set  forth  in  the  "  Schedule  of  Forms  to  the  rules 
of  practice  of  the  County  Courts,  No.  81,"(6)  under  the  common  seal 
of  the  Company,  and  executed  by  the  two  parties.  It  was  admitted 
that  the  sureties  were  sufficient;  but,  no  specific  power  in  the  act  of 
incorporation  of  the  Company  enabling  the  directors  to  give  the  bond 
tendered  being  shown,  the  registrar  declined  to  ap])rove  the  bond,  on 
the  following  grounds :  1st,  that  the  Company  could  not  give  such  a 
bond ;  2dly,  that  money  might  be  deposited ;  and  3dly,  that  the  de- 
fendants had  their  remedy  by  certiorari,  and  consequently  were  not 
damnified  by  his  refusal. 

ff.  Denman  and  F.  liussell  showed  cause  for  the  registrar. — One  of 
the  courses  which  a  defendant  objecting  to  the  action  being  tried  in 
the  County  Court  may  take,  in  order  to  remove  it,  is  prescribed  by 
Stat.  19  k  20  Vict  c.  108,  s.  39,  which  enacts  that,  "  if  in  anv  action 
of  tort  the  plaintiff  shall  claim  a  sum  exceeding  52.,  ... .  and  the  de- 
fendant shall  give  security,  to  be  approved  of  by  the  registrar,  for  the 
amoant  claimed,  and  the  costs  of  trial  in  one  of  the  superior  Courts 
of  common  law,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the  sum  of  1502.,  all  pro- 
ceedings in  the  County  Court  in  any  such  action  shall  be  stayed.''  By 
sect.  70,  '*  Where  by  this  Act,  or  any  Act  relating  to  the  County 
Courts,  a  party  is  required  to  give  security,  such  security  shall  be  at 
the  cost  of  the  party  giving  it,  and  *in  the  form  of  a  bond,  with  rAg^^ 
sureties,  to  the  other  party."  But  this  latter  section  applies  * 
only  to  cases  in  which  the  party  is  capable  of  executing  a  bond.  An- 
other course  is  open  to  the  defendants  under  sect.  71,  which  enacts, 
that  "  where  by  this  Act,  or  any  Acts  relating  to  the  County  Courts, 
a  party  is  required  to  give  security,  he  may  in  lieu  thereof  deposit 
with  the  registrar"  ''a  sum  equal  in  amount  to  the  sum  for  which  he 
would  be  required  to  give  securitv."  The  defendants  in  this  case 
could  not  give  a  valid  bond,  and  therefore  the  proper  course  for  re- 
moving the  cause  was  by  depositing  a  sum,  unaer  sect  71.  A  form 
of  bond  is  given  in  the  "  Schedule  of  Forms  to  the  Rules  of  Practice 
of  the  County  Courts,  No.  31."    But  the  statute  does  not  contemplate 

(a)  Sm  PoUoek'i  Practice  of  th«  Cottnty  Conrtf,  4th  ed.,  App.  to  Part  I.,  p.  84. 
\b)  Seo  Id.  p.  108. 
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a  bond  being  executed  by  defendants  wbo  are  not  at  liberty  to  bind 
themselves.  It  would  not  be  fair  on  the  sureties  to  take  such  a  bond, 
and  the  registrajr  would  be  liable  to  the  plaintiff  if  he  took  a  bond  not 
according  to  the  statute.  [Blagebubn,  J.-^If  the  taking  of  the  bond 
was  bonS  fide  he  would  incur  no  liability.]  A  corporation  can  only 
execute  a  bond  when  it  is  within  the  scope  of  their  general  authority. 
[They  cited  Hill  v.  The  Manchester  and  Salford  Waterworks  Company, 
5  B.  &  Ad.  366  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  27).]  [Blackbubn,  J.— In  that  case 
the  bond  was  given  for  money  borrowed.  Why  does  the  fact  of  the 
party  being  a  corporation  prevent  them  from  executing  this  bond? 
A  certiorari  to  remove  an  indictment  against  a  corporation  is  granted 
upon  the  corporation  entering  into  a  bond  under  its  corporate  seal. 
The  words  in  sect.  70,  "  the  party  giving  it,"  viz.,  the  bond,  mean  the 
party  to  the  action.  CocKBUBK,  0.  J. — This  bond  is  necessary  for  the 
♦6781  ^®^^^^  ^^  ^^^  corporation,  assuming  the  case  is  a  ♦proper  one 
•^  to  be  tried  in  a  superior  Court.  If  the  party,  being  a  pauper 
or  insolvent,  proposes  to  give  a  bond  with  sufficient  sureties,  the 
registrar  would  be  bound  to  receive  it,  only  he  would  inquire  more 
vigilantly  into  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties.  Wioiitman,  J. — Other- 
wise a  pauper  could  not  remove  a  cause  from  the  County  Court.  Sup- 
pose an  action  against  a  minor,  who  would  not  be  liable  on  the  bond, 
still  sect.  70  says  that  "  the  party"  shall  give  a  bond.  Cockbubn,  C.  J. 
1— If  a  defendant  is  incompetent  to  execute  a  bond,  would  not  a  bond 
executed  by  the  sureties,  the  principal  not  being  a  party  to  it,  be  suffi- 
cient? Blackburn,  J. — Corporations  are  deprived  of  the  benefit  of 
being  examined  upon  interrogatories  by  an  oversight  in  stat.  1  Will. 
4,  c.  22,  because  a  corporation  cannot  take  an  oath;  but  there  is 
nothing  in  stat.  10  k  20  Vict.  c.  108  to  exclude  corporations  from  the 
benefit  of  that  Act.] 

C,  O,  Addison  appeared  for  the  plaintiff,  but  did  not  argue. 

Prentice  was  not  heard  in  support  of  the  rule. 

Cockbubn,  C.  J. — Under  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  the  registrar 
has  only  to  see  that  a  bond  is  executed  by  the  party  to  the  action  with 
sufficient  sureties.  Further,  I  think  that  the  execution  of  this  bond 
was  within  the  scope  of  the  general  power  of  the  corporation. 

WiGHTMAN  and  Blackbubn,  Js.,  concurred.         Rule  absolute. 


^^^Q-,   *Tho  QUEEN  v.  The  Burial  Board  for  the  Parishes  of  ST. 
^'^J       JOHN,  WESTGATE,  and  ELS  WICK,  in  the  Borough 
and  County  of  NEWCASTLE  UPON  TYNB.    N^ov.  20. 

18  d:  19  VicL  c,  128,  *.  18.— Cfo««£  bur ial-gromid.— Repair. 

But.  18  A  19  VioL  c.  128,  p.  18,  which  «iiact«  that,  in  ^very  CB«e  in  which  any  ordtf  in 
eonncil  is  issued  for  the  discontinuanop  of  burials  in  any  churchyard  or  burial-ground,  the 
Burial  Board  or  Churehwardens  shall  maintain  such  churchyard  or  burial-ground  of  any 
pariah  in  decent  order,  and  also  do  the  neeeitary  repair  of  the  walls  and  other  f^ncw  thereof 
•nd  the  ef  pensei  shall  be  repaid  by  the  OTerseers,  upon  the  eertiftoaU  of  the  Burial  Board  or 
Churchwardens,  out  of  the  poor-rate  of  the  parish  or  place  in  which  such  churchyard  or 
burial-ground  is  situate,  unless  there  shall  he  some  other  fund  legally  chargeable  with  such 
expenros,  does  not  apply  to  a  bnrial*gro«nd  whieb  u  not  a  barial-ground  of  any  parish,  but 
if  the  property  of  private  persons. 
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Makbakus  to  the  Barial  Board  fbr  the  patish^  of  St.  Jobii,  West- 
gate,  and  Elswick,  in  the  borough  and  county  of  Newcastle  tlpoft 
Tyne.  The  writ  recited  that,  on  the  18th  February,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1854,  being  after  the  passing  of  stat.  Id  &  17  Vict.  c.  184, 
entitled  *'  An  Act  to  amend  the  laws  concerning  the  burial  of  the  dead 
in  England  beyond  the  limits  of  the  metropolis,  and  to  amend  the  Act 
concerning  the  burial  of  the  dead  in  the  metropolis,"  it  appeared  to 
Her  Majesty  in  council,  upon  the  representation  of  one  of  the  princi- 
pal Secretaries  of  State,  that,  for  the  protection  of  the  public  health, 
kirials  in  a  certain  burial-ground  called  St.  Paul's  Churchyard,  situate 
tiid  being  in  the  township  of  Westgate,  in  the  borough  and  county 
of  Newcastle  upon  Tyne,  should  be  wholly  discontinued,  and  Her 
Majesty  thereupon  did,  by  the  advice  of  her  privy  council,  in  due 
form  of  law  order  that,  after  a  *time  mentioned  in  the  said  r^rgon 
order,  and  long  since  elapsed,  that  is  to  say  the  1st  May,  1854,  ^ 
burials  in  the  said  burial-ground  should  be  wholly  discontinued. 
That  all  things  had  been  done  and  happened  which  were  necessary  to 
be  done  and  to  happen  in  order  to  authorize  and  empower  Her 
Majesty  to  make  the  same  order,  and  to  oblige  all  persons  whom  it 
might  concern  in  that  behalf  to  discontinue  to  bury  in  the  said 
burial-ground  after  the  1st  May,  1854,  and  to  make  the  same  order 
binding  and  effectual  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  That  the  township 
of  Westgate  and  the  township  of  Elswick  respectively  were  placesi 
having  separate  overseers  and  maintaining  their  own  poor  and  wer^ 
townships  for  which  and  for  the  parish  of  St.  John,  such  joint  Burial 
Board  as  aforesaid  had  been  formed  by  the  name  of  the  Burial  Board 
for  the  parishes  of  St.  John,  Westgate,  and  Elswick,  in  the  borough 
and  county  of  Newcastle  upon  Tyne ;  and  the  said  township  of  West- 
gate  is  the  township  and  place  described  in  the  name  by  which  the 
said  Burial  Board  i^  so  incorporated  as  the  parish  of  Westgate.  That 
the  said  burial-ground  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  order  and 
tlways  was  a  burial-ground  to  which,  according  to  the  true  intent  and 
meaning  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  the  order  extended ;  and  that 
the  said  burial-ground  was  not  a  burial-ground  of  Quakers  or  Jews 
within  sect.  2.  That  such  burial-ground  was  the  property  of  certain 
private  persons,  and  the  same  was  expressly  mentioned  in  such  order. 
That  the  said  burial-ground  was  not  a  cemetery  within  sect.  5.  That, 
since  the  making  of  the  order,  burials  in  the  said  burial-ground  had 
been  discontinued  in  obedience  to  the  order.  That,  at  the  *time  r^go-i 
of  the  making  of  the  order,  there  were,  and  thence  continually  •■ 
hitherto  had  been,  and  still  were,  certain  walls  and  other  iences  of 
and  belonging  to  the  burial-ground.  That  the  burial-ground  was  not, 
and  for  a  long  time  had  not  been,  in  decent  order.  That  the  walls 
and  fences  of  the  burial-ground  were,  and  for  a  long  time  had  been, 
o«t  of  repair,  and  did  require,  and  for  a  long  time  had  required, 
certain  necessary  repair.  That  there  were  not,  and  never  had  been, 
any  churchwardens  or  churchwarden  chargeable  under  the  said 
Act  or  otherwise,  or  liable  or  compellable  under  the  said  Act  or 
otherwise,  to  maintain  such  burial-ground  in  decent  order,  or  to  do' 
the  necessary  repair  to  the  walls  and  other  fences  thereof:  and  that 
there  was  no  person  legally  chargeable  with  the  costs  and  expenses 
of  maintaining  the  said  burial-groiud  in  decent  order,  and  of  th« 
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necessary  repair  of  the  walls  and  other  fences  thereof,  except  in  so 
far  as  the  rates  made  or  to  be  made  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the 
township  of  Westgate,  in  which  the  said  burial-ground  is  situate, 
were  by  the  said  Act  constituted  and  made  such  fund.  And  that  the 
defendants,  having  notice  and  knowledge  of  the  premises,  had,  after 
the  passing  of  the  said  Act,  and  after  the  making  of  the  said  order, 
neglected  and  refused,  and  still  did  neglect  and  refuse,  to  maintain 
such  burial-ground  in  decent  order,  and  to  do  the  necessary  repair  of 
the  walls  and  fences  thereof,  although  they  had  been  often  requested 
so  to  do,  in  violation  of  the  said  Act  and  of  their  duty.  The  writ 
commanded  the  defendants  to  maintain  the  said  burial-ground  in 
decent  order,  and  do  the  necessary  repairs  of  the  walls  and  other 
fences  thereof. 
♦6821       *Beturn. — That  the  burial-ground  in  the  writ  of  mandamus 

-•  mentioned  was  not  a  churchyard  or  burial-ground  of  any  parish 
or  of  any  place  having  separate  overseers  and  maintaining  its  own 
poor,  but  was  the  property  of  certain  private  persons.  And  that,  in 
the  year  1854,  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  St.  John,  at  a  meeting  pro- 
perly convened,  resolved  that  a  burial-ground  should  be  provided  for 
the  parish  under  the  Acts  of  Parliament  in  such  cose  made  and  pro- 
vided, and  duly  appointed  a  Burial  Board  for  the  parish,  and  all 
things  happened  and  were  done  necessary  to  constitute  the  said  Burial 
Board  a  Burial  Board  for  the  parish ;  and  (torn  thenceforth  continu- 
ally the  Burial  Board  for  the  parish  of  St.  John  had  been  and  was  a 
body  corporate.  And  that,  in  the  said  year  1854,  the  vestry  of  the 
township  of  Westgate,  at  a  meeting  properly  convened  under  the  said 
Acts,  resolved  that  a  burial-ground  should  be  provided  for  the  said 
township  under  the  said  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  duly  appointed  a 
Burial  Board  for  the  ^aid  township,  and  all  things  happened  and 
were  done  necessary  to  constitute  the  said  last-mentioned  Burial- 
Board  a  Burial  Board  for  the  said  township;  and  from  thenceforth 
continually  the  Burial  Board  for  the  township  of  Westgate  had  been 
and  was  a  body  corporate,  and  had  been  and  was  the  Burial  Board 
for  the  said  township,  and  the  Burial  Board  of  the  place  in  which  the 
said  burial-ground  is  situated.  And  that,  in  the  said  year  1854,  the 
vestry  of  the  township  of  Elswick,  at  a  meeting  properly  convened 
under  the  said  Acts,  resolved  that  a  burial-ground  should  be  provided 
for  the  township  of  Elswick  under  the  said  Acts  of  Parliament,  and 
*6831  ^^^^  appointed  a  Burial  Board  for  the  said  ^township,  and  all 

^  things  happened  and  were  done  necessary  to  constitute  the 
said  last- mentioned  Board  a  Burial  Board  for  the  said  township; 
and  from  thenceforth  continually  the  Burial  Board  for  the  said  tovrn- 
ship  of  Elswick  had  been  and  was  a  body  corporate.  And  that,  after 
the  vestries  of  the  said  parish  and  the  said  two  townships  had  respect- 
ively so  resolved  as  aforesaid,  and  the  said  three  Burial  Boards  had 
been  so  constituted  as  aforesaid,  the  vestries  of  the  said  parish  and 
two  townships  concurred  in  providing  one  burial-ground  for  the  com- 
mon use  of  such  parish  and  townships  in  accordance  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  Acta,  and  the  Burial  Boards  for  the  same  parish  and 
two  townships  became  and  were  entitled,  subject  to  the  terms  agreed 
upon  by  the  said  vestries,  to  act  as  one  joint  Burial  Board  for  the 
aaid  parish  and  two  townships,  for  the  purpose  of  providing^  and  man* 
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aging  such  one  bnrial-ground,  and  taking  and  holding  lands  for  the 
same;  and  thereupon  the  defendants,  being  the  said  joint  Board, 
became  and  were,  for  such  purposes  only  as  last  aforesaid,  a  body 
corporate  by  the  said  name  of  '*  The  Burial  Board  for  the  parishes  of 
Sc  John,  Westgate,  and  Elswick,  in  the  borough  and  county  of  New- 
castle upon  Tyne." 

Demurrer  and  joinder  therein. 

T.  Jozies  (of  the  Northern  Circuit),  for  the  prosecutors. — First,  the 
walls  of  this  burial*ground,  which  has  been  closed  by  order  in  coun- 
cil, are  to  be  kept  in  repair  at  the  public  expense.  That  involves 
the  question  whether  there  was  authority  to  close  it  under  stat.  16  k 
17  Vict  c.  134,  ss.  1  and  2.  [MelUsh,  contrsl,  admitted  that  it  had 
been  properly  closed,  and  that  the  last  proviso  in  sect.  2  *was  r»/io  ^ 
not  applicable.]  By  sect.  18  of  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  128.  ^  "^* 
**  In  every  case  in  which  any  order  in  council  has  been  or  shall  here- 
after be  issued  for  the  discontinuance  of  burials  in  any  churchyard  or 
burial-ground,  the  Burial  Board  or  Churchwardens,  as  the  case  may 
be,  shall  maintain  such  churchyard  or  burial-ground  of  any  parish 
in  decent  order,  and  also  do  the  necessary  repair  of  the  walls  and 
other  fences  thereof,  and  the  costs  and  expenses  shall  be  repaid  by 
the  overseers,  upon  the  certificate  of  the  Burial  Board  or  Church- 
wardens, as  the  case  may  be,  out  of  the  rate  made  for  the  relief  of 
the  poor  of  the  pariah  or  place  in  which  such  churchyard  or  burial- 
ground  is  situate,  unless  there  shall  be  some  other  fund  legally 
chargeable  with  such  costs  and  expenses."  The  only  words  which 
create  any  difficulty  are  "such  churchyard  or  burial-ground  of  any 
parish ;"  but  the  generality  of  the  preceding  words,  "  in  every  case 
and  "  in  any  churchyard  or  burial-ground,"  show  that  the  obligation 
imposed  by  sect.  18  was  intended  to  be  correlative  with  the  order  in 
council  for  closing.  And  the  concluding  part  of  the  section  directs 
that  the  expenses  of  the  repairs  shall  be  repaid  out  of  the  poor-rate 
of  the  parish  "  in  which  such  churchyard  or  burial-ground  is  situate." 
[Blackburn,  J, — The  section  does  not  say  that  the  expense  shall  be 
repaid  out  of  that  fund,  if  the  burial-ground  is  not  the  burial-ground 
^the  parish.]  The  Court  will  not  be  guided  entirely  by  the  use  of 
one  preposition  instead  of  another  in  a  particular  clause,  but  will 
look  to  the  whole  section,  and  to  enactments  in  other  statutes  in  pari 
materia  which  throw  light  upon  it.  [CoCKBURN,  C.  J. — The  burial- 
ground  of  a  parish  is  very  different  from  a  burial-ground  in  a  parish.] 
The  words  "  unless  there  shall  be  some  other  fund  legally  charge- 
able with  *such  costs  and  expenses"  plainly  refer  to  some  r«/>a'' 
other  burial-grounds  than  burial-grounds  of  a  parish.  [Cock-  '• 
BURN,  C.  J. — The  legislature  may  have  contemplated  a  parish  burial- 
ground  having  some  fund  appropriated  to  its  repair.]  By  sect.  21 
of  stat.  24  &  25  Vict.  c.  61,  for  amending  The  Local  Government 
Act,  1858,  ''AH  local  Boards  of  Health  constituted  Burial  Boards 
may  from  time  to  time  repair  and  uphold  the  fences  surrounding  any 
burial-ground  which  shall  have  been  discontinued  as  such  within  their 
jarisdiction :"  this  indicates  the  policy  of  the  legislature  to  be  that 
all  burial-grounds  shall  be  kept  in  decent  order  by  some  person. 
[WiGHTHAN,  X — In  that  enactment  the  legislature  seem  to  have 
thought  it  necessary  to  make  some  provision  for  the  repair  of  the 
fenoes  of  burial-grounda  not  being  pariah  burial-grounds.     Black* 
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BURN,  J. — Who  was  liable  to  maintain  the  fence  of  this  burial-gronnd 
before  it  was  closed  ?]  There  was  no  liability  on  anybody.  [He 
then  contended,  secondly,  that  the  liability  was  upon  this  joint  Burial 
Board,  and  referred  to  sections  10,  28,  and  24  of  stat.  15  &  16  Vict, 
c.  85,  extended  to  parishes  not  in  the  metropolis  by  sect.  7  of  stat. 

16  &  17  Vict.  c.  184,  and  sect.  2  of  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  81 ;  but  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  renders  it  unnecessary  to  report  the  argument 
on  this  question.] 

MelUsh,  for  the  defendants.— Sect.  18  of  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  128, 
only  applies  to  the  burial-ground  of  a  parish  properly  so  called.  By 
the  interpretation  clause  (sect.  52)  of  stat.  15  k  16  v  ict.  c.  85,  which 
is  extended  to  parishes  not  in  the  metropolis  by  sect.  7  of  stat.  16  & 

17  Vict.  c.  184,  the  word  "  'parish'  shiAl  mean  every  place  having 
♦Bftfil  separate  overseers  of  the  poor,  and  separately  maintaining 

J  *its  own  poor."  The  construction  contended  for  by  the  prose- 
cutors requires  that  the  words  "of  any  parish,"  in  the  first  part  of 
sect.  18  of  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  128,  should  be  struck  out :  for 
according  to  that  construction  the  words  "in  any  parish,"  would  be 
unmeaning  or  useless.  Sect.  8  of  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  81,  intended 
to  give  a  remedy  for  this  case:  it  enables  the  vestry  of  any  parish,  in 
which  any  burial-ground  closed  by  order  in  council  is  situate  le 

Purchase  it,  and  declares  that  it  shall  then  be  subject  to  all  the  con- 
itions  affecting  the  burial-grounds  of  the  parish  in  which  it  is 
situate :  so  that  the  Burial  Board  would  then  be  liable  to  maintain 
the  fence.  Sect.  2  of  stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  134,  makes  a  distinction 
between  parochial  and  non-parochial  burial-grounds :  it  enacts  that 
no  order  in  council  for  closing  a  burial-ground  "shall  be  deemed  to 
extend  to  any  non-parochial  burial-ground  being  the  property  of  any 
private  person,  unless  the  same  be  expressly  mentioned  in  such 
order."  [He  also  referred  to  sect.  5.]  A  public  burial-ground, 
though  closed,  still  remains  a  "  public"  burial-ground :  and  so  of  a 
private  burial-ground.    (He  was  then  stopped.) 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — The  mandamus  is  bad  on  the  first  ground.  The 
words  of  sect.  18  of  stat.  18  k  19  Vict.  c.  128,  are  too  strong  to  oe 
got  over,  whatever  may  have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
on  which  I  do  not  hazard  any  speculation.  The  operative  words  of 
sect.  18  are,  '•  the  Burial  Board  or  Churchwardens,  as  the  case  may 
be,  shall  maintain  such  churchyard  or  burial-ground  of  any  parish 
in  decent  order."  In  order  to  adopt  any  other  construction  than  that 
the  burial-ground  to  be  so  maintained  in  decent  order  must  be  the 

*687l  *^^^i^^-gr<^^^d  ^^  *^6  parish,  we  must  strike  out  the  words 
J  "of  any  parish,"  which  we  cannot  do.  Also  the  plain  distinc- 
tion taken  throughout  these  Acts  which  are  in  pari  materia  between 
the  burial-ground  of  the  parish  and  other  burial-grounds,  is  a  strong 
confirmation  of  our  construction. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — ^I  had  some  doubt  whether  the  legislature  did  not 
intend  that  all  burial-grounds  situated  in  the  parish  should  be  kept 
in  decent  order ;  and  nobody  would  be  liable,  unless  the  Burial  Board 
or  Churchwardens  were  required,  so  to  keep  them.  The  difficulty 
is,  that  sect.  18  says  that  the  Burial  Board  shall  maintain  the  "  buriu- 
ground  of  any  parish"  in  decent  order.  It  is  argued,  on  the  other 
side,  that  the  section  directs  that  the  expenses  of  so  doing  shall  ba 
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repaid  out  of  the  poor-rate  of  the  parish  "in  which  such  burial- 
ground  is  situate."  That  raises  a  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of  the 
former  part  of  the  section ;  but  a  reference  to  the  clauses  in  the  other 
statutes  in  pari  materifi^  show  that  the  operative  words  of  sect.  18  of 
this  statute  are  limited  to  the  burial-ground  of  the  parish,  properly 
so  called.  The  parish  may  purchase  this  burial-ground,  if  thej  wish 
it  to  be  kept  in  decent  order. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  on  the  ground  that,  by 
sect.  18  of  Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  128,  the  obligation  to  repair  the 
walls  and  fences  of  a  burial-ground  is  confined  to  the  case  of  a  burial- 
ground  of  the  parish  in  the  sense  for  which  the  defendants  contend. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 


•The  QUEEN,  on  the  prosecution  of  E.  H.  FINNEY,  v.'E.  r±nna 
J.  ELRINGTON  and  H.  H.  ELBINGTON.    Nov.  9.    L  ^"^ 

9  O,  4,  c.  31,  #».  27-29.— CWt/fcate  of  justices. 

Wbere,  under  9  Q.  4,  o.  31,  m.  27-29,  a  eomplaint  of  Msanlt  or  battery  bai  been  mado  to 
tiro  j«itie«f  of  tbe  peace,  who  dismUi  the  complaint  and  gire  the  part/  a  oertificate  aoeord- 
ingl  J,  tbe  eertifieate  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  an  indictment,  founded  on  the  lame  facts,  charg* 
ing  AManlt  and  battery  accompanied  by  malicioos  cutting  and  wonnding  so  ai  to  canse 
frieTOos  or  actual  bodily  harm. 

This  was  an  indictment,  preferred  25th  November,  860,  contain- 
ing three  counts,  the  first  of  which  was  as  follows : 

''The  jurors  for  our  lady  the  Queen  upon  their  oaths  present  that 
Richard  John  Elrington,  late  of  the  parish  of  Heston,  in  the  countj 
of  Middlesex,  labourer,  and  Henry  Handley  EIrington,  late  of  the 

iriah  of  Heston,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  labourer,  on  the  6th 

^ptember,  1860,  with  force  and  arms,  at  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  in  and  upon  one  Edward  Hamilton  Finney,  in  the 
peace  of  God  and  our  lady  the  Queen  then  and  there  being,  did  make 
an  assault,  and  him  the  said  E.  H.  F.  then  did  beat,  wound,  and  ill- 
treat,  and  that  the  said  R.  J.  E.  and  the  said  H.  H.  E.,  with  certain 
large  walking  sticks  which  they  the  said  R.  J.  E.  and  the  said  H.  H. 
E.  in  their  right  hands  then  and  there  had  and  held,  unlawfully, 
maliciously,  and  violently  did  cut  and  wound  him  the  said  E.  H.  F. 
in  and  upon  the  head,  face,  shoulders,  and  arms,  thereby  causing  to 
the  said  E.  H.  F.  grievous  bodily  harm,  against  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  ^case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the  r*goA 
peace  of  our  lady  the  Queen,  her  crown  and  dignity."  ^ 

The  second  count  was  similar  to  the  first,  except  that  it  alleged 
"  actual  bodily  harm"  instead  of  "  grievous  bodily  narm." 

The  third  count  was  for  a  common  assault  and  battery. 

To  the  first  count  the  defendant  Richard  John  EIrington  pleaded 
this  plea. 

"  And  now,  that  is  to  say  on  the  2d  November  in  this  same  Term, 
before  our  said  lady  the  Queen  at  Westminster,  cometh  the  said 
Richard  John  EIrington,  by  Thomas  Henry  Strangways  his  attorney, 
and,  having  heard  the  saia  indictment  read,  he  saith  that,  as  to  the 
Arsi  count  of  the  said  indictment,  our  said  lady  the  Queen  ought  nol 
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farther  to  prosecute  the  said  indictment  against  the  said  R.  J.  £.  in 
respect  of  the  offence  in  the  said  first  count  of  the  said  indictment 
mentioned ;  because  he  saith  that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  22d  Sep- 
tember, 1860,  at  the  Town  Hall,  Brentford,  in  the  said  county  of 
Middlesex,  the  said  B.  J.  E.  was,  upon  a  certain  information  and  com- 
plaint of  the  said  E.  H.  F.  in  the  indictment  mentioned,  he  being  the 
party  aggrieved  in  that  behalf,  brought  before  Benjamin  John  Arm- 
strong and  George  Cooper,  Esquires,  two  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of 
the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  charged  by  the  said 
information  and  complaint  with  having,  within  three  calendar  months 
then  last  past,  at  Heston,  in  the  said  county,  unlawfully  and  violently 
assaulted  the  said  £.  H.  F.  on  the  6th  September  in  the  year  afore- 
said, contrary  to  the  statute  in  that  case  made  and  provided.  And 
the  said  justices  then  and  there  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine 
*6901  *^^^  ^^  complaint,  and  did  then  and  there,  to  wit,  at  Brent- 
-»  ford  aforesaid,  on  the  22d  September  aforesaid,  duly  proceed  to 
hear  such  complaint,  and  upon  such  hearing  they  then  and  there 
deemed  the  offence  so  complained  of  by  the  said  E.  H.  F.  not  to  be 
proved,  and  thereupon  they  dismissed  the  said  complaint,  and  forth- 
with made  out  a  certificate  under  their  hands,  and  delivered  it  to  the 
said  R.  J.  Em  which  said  certificate  is  now  shown  to  the  Court  here, 
and  is  in  the  words  following,  that  is : 

'Middlesex,  to  wit.]  Be  it  remembered  that,  on  the  6th  day  of 
September,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1860,  information  was  laid  before 
George  Cooper,  Esquire,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  in 
and  for  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  For  that  Richard  John  Elring- 
ton  did,  on  the  5th  day  of  September  instant,  at  the  parish  of  Heston, 
in  the  said  county  of  Middlesex,  unlawfully  and  violently  assault 
Edward  Hamilton  Finney  the  elder,  contrary  to  the  statute,  &c.  And 
now  at  this  day,  to  wit,  on  the  22d  day  of  September,  in  the  year 
aforesaid,  at  the  Town  Hall,  New  Brentford,  in  the  said  county,  both 
the  said  parties  appear  before  us  in  order  that  we  should  hear  and 
determine  the  said  information,  whereupon,  the  matter  of  the  said 
information  being  by  us  duly  considered,  it  manifestly  appears  to  us 
that  the  said  information  is  not  proved,  and  we  do  therefore  dismiss 
the  same. 

'  Given  under  our  hands  and  seals  this  22d  day  of  September,  in 
the  year  of  our  Lord  1860,  at  the  Town  Hall,  New  Brentford,  in  the 
county  aforesaid.  '  Benjn.  J.  Armstrong  (l.  s.) 

'  Geo.  Cooper  (l.  s.y 
Which  said  judgment  and  dismissal  still  remain  in  full  force  and 

*6911  ^^^^'  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  leSkSt  reversed  or  made  *void.  And  the 
^  said  R.  J.  E.  further  saith  that  the  violently  assaulting  the  said 
E.  H.  F.  so  complained  of  against  him  the  said  B.  J.  E.,  and  which 
complaint  the  said  justices  so  deemed  not  to  be  proved,  and  which 
they  so  dismissed  as  aforesaid,  and  the  assaulting,  beating,  wounding, 
and  ill-treating,  and  the  cutting  and  wounding  the  said  E.  H.  F.  in 
the  said  first  count  of  the  said  indictment  mentioned,  are  one  and  the 
Isame  assault  and  not  other  and  different,  and  are  in  respect  of  one  and 
Jthe  same  cause,  and  not  other  and  difierent,  and  this  he  the  said  B. 
J.  E.  is  ready  to  verify :  wherefore  iie  prays  judgment  if  our  said  lady 
tiie  Queen  ought  further  to  prosecute  ibe  said  indietmeat  against  hinv 
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At  said  R.  J.  E^  In  te4>6cft  of  ^e  said  offence  in  tlie  &aid  first  count 
of  tlie  fiaid  ihdictineiit  mentionecl;  lad  that  he,  the  said  R.  J.  E.,  may 
be  dismissed  and  dischargekl  from  th^aaipe." 

There  were  similar  pleas  to  the  other  tt^ants,  and  similar  pleas  by 
the  other  defendant  to  all  the  counts. 

Demurrers  and  joinders  in  demurrer. 

JUbton  {A.  OolUrtB  with  him),  in  support  of  th%  demurrel^. — The 
)>Iees  are  framed  on  the  9  Q.  4,  c.  81,  sect.  27-29. 

Sedt.  27.  '' '  Whereas  it  is  expedient  that  a  summary  pmver  of  pun- 
ching persons  for  common  assaults  and  batteries  should  be  |Nrolrided 
under  the  limitations  hereinafter  mentioned,'  Be  it  therefore  c^oAeted 
that,  where  any  person  shall  unlawfully  assault  or  beat  any  oth^ 
person,  it  shall  be  lawful  fot  two  justices  of  the  peace,  upon  complaint 
of  the  party  aggrieved,  to  hear  and  determine  such  ofience,  and  the 
offender,  upon  conviction  thereof  before  them,  shall  forfeit  and  pay 
saeh  fine  as  shall  appear  to  them  to  be  ^rneet,  not  exceeditig,  r4r/»qo 
together  with  costs  (if  ordered),  the  sum  of  5i.,  which  fine  shall  I-  "  * 
be  paid  \6  sotoe  one  of  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  or  to  some  other 
officer  of  the  parish,  township,  or  place  in  which  the  offence  shall  have 
been  committed,  to  be  by  such  overseer  or  officer  paid  over  to  the  use 
of  the  general  rate  of  the  county,  riding,  or  division  in  which  such 
parish,  township,  or  place  Shall  be  situate ;  whether  the  same  shall  or 
Bhall  not  contribute  to  such  general  rate,  &c. ;  and  if  such  fine  as  shall 
be  awarded  by  the  said  justices,  together  with  the  costs  (if  ordered), 
Bha)I  not  be  paid,  either  immediately  after  the  conviction,  or  within 
BQoh  period  as  the  said  justices  shall  at  the  time  of  the  conviction 
appoinft,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  them  to  commit  the  ofiender  to  the 
common  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  there  to  be  imprisoned  for  any 
tenA  not  exceeding  two  calendar  months,  unless  such  fine  and  costs 
be  sooner  paid ;  but  if  the  justices,  upon  the  hearing  of  any  such  case 
of  assault  or  battery,  shall  deem  the  offence  not  to  be  proved,  or  shall 
find  the  assault  or  battery  to  haye  been  justified,  or  so  trifiing  as  not 
to  merit  any  punishment,  and  shall  accordingly  dismiss  the  complaint, 
they  shall  forthwith  make  out  a  certificate  under  their  hands,  staling 
the  fact  of  such  dismissal,  and  shall  deliver  such  certificate  to  the 
party  against  whom  the  complaint  was  preferred." 

Sect.  28.  "  If  any  person  against  whom  atiy  such  complaint  shall 
have  been  preferred  for  any  common  assault  or  battery,  shall  have 
obtained  such  certificate  as  aforesaid,  or  having  been  convicted  shall 
have  paid  the  whole  amounft  adjudged  to  be  paid  under  such  coirvic- 
lion,-or  shall  have  suffered  the  imprisonment  awarded  for  non-payment 
thereof,  in  every  such  case  he  shall  be  released  from  all  further  or 
other  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  for  the  same  cause." 

*Sect.  29.  "  Provided  ail  ways,  and  be  it  enacted,  that  in  Case  r^nn^ 
(he  justices  shall  find  the  assault  or  battery  complained  of  to  ^ 
have  been  accompanied  by  any  attempt  to  commit  felony,  or  shall  be 
^opinion  that  th«  Stole  is,  from  any  other  circumstance,  a  fit  subjeot 
ferltprosecdtion  bv  ilidictnffent,  they  shall  abstain  from  any  adjddioa- 
licfn  %neretCpon,  and  shall  deal  with  the  case  in  all  respects  in  >lbtt 
Mae  mann<rr  ha  they  would  have  done  before  the  passingof  this  'Abt: 
A^lAded  itsb/thiat  nothing  herein  contamed  shall  authoriae  anjr  jos- 
tioos  of  the  peace  to  hear  imd  dotemiiM  loiy  cue  of  assault  or  battw*y 
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in  which  any  question  shall  arise  as  to  the  title  to  any  lands^  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  or  any  interest  therein  or  accruing  therefrom, 
or  as  to  any  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  or  any  execution  under  the 
process  of  any  Court  of  justice." 

It  must  be  conceded  that  this  kind  of  plea  is  an  answer  to  the  third 
count  of  the  indictment ;  but  it  is  not  to  the  first  or  second.  The 
jurisdiction  given  to  the  justices  by  these  enactments  extends  only 
to  ordinary  cases  of  assault  and  battery,  and  is  inapplicable,  to  cases 
of  aggravated  assault,  such  as  are  alleged  in  those  counts,  which 
charge  the  defendants  with  malicious  cutting  and  wounding,  so  as  to 
cause  "grievous  bodily  harm,"  and  ''actual  bodily  harm."  In  Re 
Thompson,  9  W.  B.  208,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  says :  "  In  ray  judgment,  an 
assault  with  intent  to  commit  a  rape  is  as  distinct  an  offence  from  a 
common  assault  as  murder  is  distinct  from  rape.  They  are  both 
distinct  from  an  ordinary  assault,  or  an  assault  for  a  purpose  not 
amounting  to  felony,  but  yet  going  beyond  a  common  assault,  and 
the  circumstance  of  there  being  an  assault  (as  a  common  circamstantxs 
*6941   ^^  ^^^  these  cases)  does  not  ^identify  the  two  crimes  so  as  to 

-'  make  them  more  or  less  of  the  same  class  of  offence.  This  is 
an  assault,  with  something  beyond ;  but  still,  having  taken  that  aw&y 
from  the  assault,  in  my  judgment  there  is  as  much  distinction  in 
point  of  law  between  a  common  assault  and  an  assault  with  intent  to 
commit  a  rape,  as  there  is  between  larceny  and  perjury ;  and  I  do  not 
think  that  it  was  ever  intended  that  they  should  be  confounded 
together."  That  applies  &  fortiori  to  this  case ;  for  here  the  facts  are 
the  same,  so  that  the  only  question  was  the  correctness  of  the  infer- 
ence of  intent.  [Cockbubn,  C.  J. — In  that  case  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer was  equally  divided  in  opinion  as  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
magistrates  to  convict  under  the  circumstances.  A  habeas  corpus 
had  been  previously  moved  for  in  this  Court,  when  we  unanimously 
held  that  the  conviction  was  good.(a)  Blackburn,  J. — Are  you  pre- 
pared  to  distinguish  this  case  from  Regina  v.  Walker,  2  Moo.  k  Rob. 
446,  where  it  was  held  that  a  plea  of  autrefois  convict  before  justices* 
under  this  statute,  was  a  bar  to  an  indictment  for  felonious  stabbing?] 
That  case  was  only  the  decision  of  a  single  Judge ;  besides  which  it 
turned  on  the  effect  of  a  plea  of  autrefois  convict ;  here  the  plea  is 
autrefois  cuyjuit.  [Blackburn,  J. — What  difference  can  that  make? 
Both  cases  are  under  the  same  enactment.  Cookbubn,  C.  J. — Sup- 
pose a  man  indicted  and  tried  before  a  jury  for  a  common  assaalt 
were  acquitted,  if  the  prosecutor  were  afterwards  to  indict  him  for  a 
felonious  assault  on  the  same  facts,  could  he  not  plead  autrefois 
acQ  uit  ?  In  the  case  just  cited,  p.  457,  Coltman,  J.,  a  most  careful 
and  learned  Judge,  says  he  could.]  The  prosecutor  who  prefers  a  bill 
*6951  ^  ^indictment  shapes  his  charge  as  he  pleases,  whereas  a  com- 

^  plaint  before  justices  is  drawn  up  by  their  cletk,  who  may 
draw  it  up  in  a  wrong  form.  [Cockbubn,  C.  J. — In  Regina  v.  Stan- 
ton, 5  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  824,  which  was  an  indictment  for  a  felonious 
assault  and  wounding,  it  having  transpired  in  the  course  of  the  trial 
that  the  prisoner  had  been  previously  convicted  before  two  justices 
for  the  same  assault,  Erie,  J.,  said :  "  In  my  opinion  the  conviction 
would  have  been  an  estoppel  to  the  itidictment  for  •the  felonioiu 

V     "  *  («)8«»6J«r.ir.  i8.1f4T.-  -•  * 


1  BEST  &  SMITH.    Q.  B.  695 


assault  and  woiinding,  if  pleaded,  and  although  it  has  not  been 
pleaded  I  am  bound  to  consider  the  charge  as  having  been  already 
adjudicated  upon^  and  the  prisoner  as  having  undergone  the  punish- 
ment allotted  for  it."]  That  is  only  an  obiter  dictum.  The  case  was 
not  argued  before  the  Judge,  and  all  the  facts  were  not  before  him. 
Great  public  inconvenience  would  result  from  holding  this  plea  good : 
suppose  a  party  charged  before  justices  of  the  peace  with  an  assault 
with  intent  to  commit  rape ;  the  justices,  acted  upon  by  some  influ- 
ence, might  deal  with  the  case  under  the  statute  as  a  common  assault, 
and  thus  assume  a  jurisdiction  the  statute  never  intended  to  give 
them.  [Blackburk,  J. — If  the  justices  did  that  maliciously,  they 
would  be  indictable.]  In  order  to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  com- 
plaint brought  before  the  justices,  this  Court  must  look  at  the  charge, 
and  the  evidence  by  which  it  was  supported. 

B.  C.  Hobinaon  and  Poland,  for  the  defendants  respectively,  were 
not  called  on. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^The  defendants  are  entitled  to  our  judgment. 
We  cannot  deal  with  hypothetical  cases  *when  we  are  consid-  rtaaa 
cring  what  is  the  law  with  reference  to  pleas  which  have  been  ^ 
demurred  to.  On  the  facts,  as  stated  here,  a  complaint  for  a  common 
assault  was  preferred  before  two  justices  of  the  peace,  who  adjudi- 
cated upon  it.  .  In  respect  to  the  very  same  assault  this  indictment  is 
now  preferred,  and  to  that  these  pleas  are  pleaded.  The  statute  is 
express,  and  says  that,  where  a  complaint  for  a  common  assault  is 
made  before  two  justices  of  the  peace,  they  may  either  convict  the 
par^  accused  or  dismiss  the  charge,  and  give  him  a  certificate  which 
Bhall  be  a  bar  to  further  proceedings.  Here  they  have  given  such  a 
certificate :  and  now  an  indictment  is  preferred  against  the  same 
party,  charging  him,  not  merely  with  a  common  assault,  but  with 
two  assaults  of  an  aggravated  character,  arising  out  of  the  same 
transaction.  In  the  cases  referred  to,  of  Begina  v.  Walker,  2  Moo.  & 
K.  446,  and  Begina  v.  Stanton,  6  Cox  Cr.  Cas.  824,  it  was  held  that 
this  statute  intended  in  all  cases  to  make  the  certificate  of  the  justices 
a  bar  to  all  further  proceedings  or  charges  arising  out  of  the  same 
matter.  Those  decisions  are  perfectly  right.  It  may  be  that  in  some 
extraordinary  cases,  of  occasional  occurrence,  the  inconvenience 
pointed  out  by  Mr.  Rihton  may  arise,  but  in  the  ordinary  administra- 
tion of  the  Uw  we  must  not  suppose  such  an  outrageous  thing  as 
that  justices  of  the  peace  would  act  in  the  manner  he  has  suggested : 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  we  must  bear  in  mind  the  well-established 
principle  of  our  criminal  law  that  a  series  of  charges  shall  not  be 
preferred,  and,  whether  a  party  accused  of  a  minor  offence  is  ac- 
quitted or  convicted,  he  shall  not  be  charged  again  on  the  same  facts 
in  a  more  aggravated  form.  The  words  of  the  statute  are  express, 
and  the  present  case  is  brought  within  ♦it  by  the  pleadings,  rwa^ 
The  defendant,  therefore,  having  received  this  certincate  from  ^ 
the  justices  before  whom  the  case  was  heard,  may  now  plead  it  in  bar 
to  this  indictment. 

Blackburn,  J.  (the  only  other  Judge  present). — The  statute  gives 
the  justices  jurisdiction  on  complaint  of  the  party  aggrieved :  and, 
in  order  to  giv«  them  that  jurisdiction,  complaint  must  be  made  by 
him  of  assault  or  battery.     But  Mr.  BibUm  suggests  that,  by  some 
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XQ^noei^vring  on  the  part  of  the  justices,  tbey  migUt  decide  a  mattec 
•which  they  had  no  right  to  decide,  and  in  respect  of  which  qomplaint 
CQuld  QOt  be  made  before  them.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  parties  be- 
haved very  ill,  no  doubt  there  would  be  a  remedy.  9ut  here  we 
must  take  the  facts,  as  they  are  admitted  by  demurrer,  to  be  true, 
namely  that  the  party  did  go  before  two  justices  of  the  peace  and 
complain  of  assault  and  battery,  in  which  case  the  statute  Rives  three 
alternatives  to  the  justices:  1.  Conviction.  2.  Acquittal;  and,  if 
they  dismiss  the  complaint,  they  are  directed  to  give  the  party  a 
certificate  accordingly.  8.  The  course  pointed  out  by  sect.  29.  '^la 
case  the  justices  sball  find  the  assault  or  battery  complained  of  to 
have  been  accompanied  by  any  attempt  to  commit  felony,  or  shall  be 
of  opinion  that  the  same  is,  from  any  other  circumstance,  a  fit  subject 
for  a  prosecution  by  indictment,  they  shall*  abstain  from  any  adjudi- 
cation thereupon,  and  shall  deal  with  the  case  in  all  respects  in  the 
same  manner  as  they  would  have  done  before  the  passing  of  this 
Act."  Now  tbat  course  the  justices  have  not  adopted:  and  we  must 
therefore  take  it  that  they  did  not  think  the  charge  was  one  fit  for 
indictment,  or  they  would  have  dismissed  it  on  that  ground.  That 
*8981  ^^^^  ®^*  *^®  party  complaining  ♦now  prefers  an  indictment  in 
^  which  he  charges  the  defendants  with  ^n  assault,  coupled  with 
aggravating  circumstances,  and  the  plea  ipaises  the  question  whether 
the  certificate  of  the  justices  is  a  bar.  On  that  sect  28  is  express:  it 
says  that  the  party  charged  "  shall  be  released  from  all  further  or 
other  proceedings,  civil  or  criminal,  for  the  same  cause."  It  seems  to 
me  that  an  assault  and  battery,  aggravated  by  wounding,  is  the  same 
cause  as  that  which  was  heard  before  the  justices,  Begina  v.  Walker, 
2  Moo.  &  Rob.  446,  is  a  distinct  authority ;  and  I  think  that  case  was 
rightly  decided.  It  was,  indeed,  a  oaae  of  felony,  and,  by  the  law  aa 
it  stood  at  that  time,  the  defendant  might  have  been  acquitted  of  the 
felony  for  which  he  was  indicted,  and  convicted  of  ^  common  as- 
8ault.(a)  How  far  the  change  of  the  law  makes  a  difference  in  that 
respect  I  will  not  say ;  but  that  case  is  quite  applicable  here,  and  was 
decided  quite  rightly  on  the  construction  of  the  statute. 

Xt  would  be  extremely  inconvenient  and  hard  if,  when  a  case  had 
been  brought  before  two  justices  of  the  peace  and  fairly  adj^^^^^ 
it  could  be  reviewed  in  the  event  of  any  colourable  grounds  present* 
ing  themselves  for  preferring  a  charge  of  wounding.  By  the  law  as 
it  stood  when  the  present  indictment  yi^  preferred,  all  wounding 
must  have  been  with  an  instrument^  that  ia  not  so  now,(i)  and  conse* 
quently  ther^  are  few  assaults  in  which  th^re  would  not  be  ^me 
pretext  fQr  sayix^  there  wa9  a  woui^diQg. 

judgment  for  the  defendants.(c) 

(«)  i.  «.,  b7  7  W.  4  4  1  Viot  0.  85, 1. 11;  ilnoe  rapeale^  tqr  14  4  15  Viot  o.  IM^  i.  It. 
(ft)  8m  |4  4  95  Viot  0. 100,  m.  11,  18,  20. 

{c)  Th«  9  6.  4,  e.  31,  ii  repealoa  b^  34  4  35  Viot  e.  95,  Mid  tbe  thrw  moUosi  on  vbiek  tho 
BboT«  o«M  depended  ue  re-eaaeted,  with  slteratioM,  by  f4  4  15  Viet  e.  100,  m.  49, 44,  41^  41 
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♦WILLIAMS,  Appellant,  v.  The  Churchwardens  and  Over-  r^^/vQ 
seers  of  the  parish  of  LLANGEINWEN,  Eespondents.  ■-  ^^^ 
Nov.  9. 

£bor-raie, — 6  dejl  W.  4,  e.  96. — TUhe  eammuiaiion  reni-charge, — Curates  salary. — 

Tenant 9  property  tax* 

1.  Wbere  %  beneficed  olergyman  ii  compellable  by  hu  Bishop  to  appoint  a  enrate,  or  nnder 
a  MBte  of  religions,  independent  of  legal  obligation^  appoints  one,  in  either  case  he  is  entitled*, 
io  asMSsiog  his  tithe  eommatation  rent-charge  to  the  poor-rate  under  6  A  7  W.  4,  o.  96,  to  deduct 
the  salary  of  the  curate  from  the  amount  of  the  rent-charge. 

3.  Two  districts  adjoined  each  other,  and  from  time  immemorial  a  single  rector  bad  been 
presented,  admitted,  and  instituted  to  them  Jointly ;  and  it  had  been  the  uniform  custom  to- 
have  a  single  performance  of  dirine  Bervioe  in  each  erery  Sunday.  The  incumbent  of  the 
parish  Tolnatarily,  but  in  eonsequenoe  of  a  wish  expressed  by  the  Bishop  t«  the  clergy  gene- 
rally that  there  should  be  two  performances  of  Divine  senrioe  in  the  churches  of  the  diocese, 
iatro^need  the  practice  of  having  a  morning  and  evening  performance  of  Divine  service  at 
each  of  the  churches,  and  employed  a  curate  to  assist  him  in  the  performance  of  them :  held, 
that  the  incumbent  was  entitled  to  a  deduction  of  the  eurate's  salary  from  the  amount  fo^ 
which  he  was  liable  to  be  rated  to  the  poor-rate  under  A  A  7  W.  4,  c.  96. 

3.  Concessum,  that  the  incumbent  was  entitled  to  a  deduction  from  it  for  the  amount  of 
tenant's  property  tax,  under  16  k  17  Vict  o.  34. 

On  an  appeal  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  Anglesey  against  an  assess- 
ment to  the  poor-rate  for  the  parish  of  Llangeinwen  in  that  county, 
the  following  case  was,  by  the  consent  of  the  parties,  and  by  Judge's 
order,  under  12  k  18  Vict.  c.  45,  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court: — ^ 

Iq  the  year  1829,  the  appellant  was  presentea  by  the  Earl  of  Pem- 
broke, the  patron,  to  the  benefice>  with  the  cure  of  souls,  of  Llangein- 
ven  and  Lkngaflb,  in  the  said  county. 

Llangeinwen  and  Llangaffo  adjoin  each  other ;  each  has  a  definite 
bpandary  line,  and  its  own  distinct  church ;  *each  separately   p'taq 
maintains  its  own  poor,  having  its  separate  churchwardens   ^ 
and  overseers  of  the  poor,  and  distinct  vestry,  and  separate  church- 
rate,  poor-rate,  and  tithe  apportionment    They  are  situate  in  rural 
districts,  and  together  comprise  an  area  of  about  6079  acres.    The 
population  of  Llangeinwen  at  the  last  parliamentary  census  was  943, 
and  that  of  Llangaffo  189.    The  churches  are  about  two  miles  distant 
from  one  another.    There  is  no  parsonage  house,  but  a  house  ap- 
pointed by  the  Bishop  in  his  license,  which  is  situate  in  Llangeinwen, 
and  is  two  miles  from  the  church  of  Llangeinwen,  and  four  miles  and 
a  half  from  the  church  of  LlangafiTo.     A  district  of  Llangeinwen, 
called  Bhaudir,  runs  up  to  within  about  200  yards  of  the  chapel  of 
Llangaffo.     The  inhabitants  of  such  district  bury  their  dead  in 
Llangaffo  chapel-yard,  and  those  who  are  church-going  people  among 
them  attend  tne  church  services  at  Llangaffo.  By  an  agreement  made, 
on  the  Idth  September,  1889,  between  the  owners  of  land  within  the. 
parish  of  Llangeinwen  of  the  one  part,  and  the  appellant,  rector  of  thQ> 
said  parish,  of  the  other  part,  the  tithes  of  that  parish  are  commuted 
at  5407.,  which  sum  it  is  stated  in  the  said  agreement  shall  be  paid  ta 
the  said  William  Wynne  Williams  as  rector  of  the  said  parish,  ana 
to  his  successors,  in  lieu  of  the  tithes,  &c.,  of  the  said  parish ;  and  bj 
a  like  agreement,  made  on  the  10th  September,  1889,  in  the  sapae. 
language,  mutatis  mutandis,  the  tithes  of  the  parish  of  Llangaffo  ar<^ 
commuted  at  2052. 

From  time  immemorial  a  single  rector  has  be,en  prqsentedi  admitted. 
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and  instituted  to  and  in  Llangeinwen  and  Llangafib  jointly.  No 
instance  is  known  of  their  haying  been  held  by  different  parsons,  and 
*7011  ^^^  ^^^  reputed  to  be  annexed  to  one  another  as  one  benefice. 
J  ♦The  institution  has  always  been  in  the  following  form: — "I 
admit  you  to  the  rectory  and  parish  church  of  Llangeinwen,  other*. 
wise  Llan  Keynwen  et  Llangaffo,  in  the  county  of  Anglesey  and 
diocese  of  Bangor,  vacant,  &c.,  to  which  you  stand  presented  by  the 
Right  Honourable  B.  Henry,  Earl  of  Pembroke,  the  patron  thereof; 
and  I  do  hereby  duly  and  canonically  admit  and  institute  you  in  and 
to  the  said  rectory  of  Llangeinwen,  otherwise  Llan  Keynwen  et 
Llangaffo,  and  do  invest  you  with  all  and  singular  the  rights,  &c., 
thereunto  belonging,  you  having  first  subscribed  the  articles,  and 
taken  the  oath,  and  made  and  subscribed  the  declarations,  &c. ;  and  I 
do  by  these  presents  commit  unto  you  the  care  of  the  souls  of  the 
parishioners  of  the  said  parishes,  and  the  government  of  the  churches 
aforesaid,  and  do  authorize  you  to  preach  the  Word  of  God  in  the 
parish  churches  aforesaid." 

In  the  ancient  ecclesiastical  terrier  of  the  diocese  in  which  Llangein- 
wen and  Llangaffo  are  situated,  they  are  referred  to  as  follows : — "  A 
true  and  perfect  terrier  of  all  tithes,  pensions,  and  profits  which 
belong  to  the  rectory  of  Llangeinwen,  tog|ether  with  its  chapel  and 
ehapelry  of  Llangaffo."  They  are  also  similarly  described  in  Bacon's 
Liber  Begis. 

From  time  immemorial  down  to  the  appointment  of  the  curate 
hereinafter  mentioned,  it  had  been  the  uniform  custom  to  have  a 
single  performance  of  Divine  service  only  in  each  of  the  said  churches 
every  Sunday.  At  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  perform- 
ance of  the  double  service  in  the  said  churches,  hereinafter  mentioned, 
there  had  not,  nor  has  there  up  to  the  present  time,  been  any  increase 
*7021  ^^  ^^  population  of  *Llangaffo,  though  there  has  been  a  con- 
-■  siderable  increase  in  that  of  Llangeinwen.  About  ten  years 
ago  a  Sunday  school  was  established  in  Llangeinwen,  and  one  in 
Llangaffo. 

In  the  year  18 — ^  the  appellant,  being  then  incumbent  of  the  said 
benefice,  voluntarily,  but  in  consequence  of  a  wish  expressed  by  the 
Bvshbp  of  the  diocese  to  the  clergy  generally  that  there  should  be  two 
performances  of  Divine  service  in  the  churches  of  the  diocese,  intro- 
duced the  practice  of  having  a  morning  and  evening  performance  of 
Divine  service  in  each  of  the  said  churches  at  11  o'clock  in  the  morn- 
ing and  8  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  on  Sundays,  which  practice  has 
prevailed  up  to  the  present  time;  at  the  same  time  the  appellant 
employed,  and  has  continued  up  to  the  present  time  to  employ,  a 
curate,  at  a  stipend  of  802.  per  annum,  to  assist  him  in  the  perform- 
ance of  the  said  services.  The  curate  is  licensed  by  the  Bishop,  at 
the  yearly  stipend  of  80Z.,  "to  perform  the  oflBce  of  stipendiary  curate 
in  the  parish  church  of  Llangeinwen,  with  the  ehapelry  of  Llangaffo." 

The  appellant  devotes  the  whole  of  his  time  and  attention  to  his 
cure  of  souls,  performs  two  full  services  on  every  Sunday  at  the  said 
churches,  and  assists  at  the  Sunday  schools.  The  curate  does  the  like 
duties  every  Sunday.  There  is  no  other  necessity  for  the  assistance 
of  a  curate  in  the  said  parishes  than  that  herein  appearing. 

The  appellant  pays  tne  landlord's  property  tax,  under  Schedule  A 
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of  the  statute  16  k  17  Vict.  c.  34 ;  but  no  tenant's  property  tax,  under 
Schedule  B.  of  that  statute,  is  paid  in  respect  of  the  tithe  rent-charge. 

*In  and  by  an  assessment  to  a  poor-rate  for  the  parish  of  r«<^AQ 
Llangeinwen,  granted  on  the  14th  April,  1858,  the  appellant   ^ 
is  assessed  as  follows : — 

First  rate  made  the  14th  day  of  April,  1869. 


Kame  of 
Oecapier. 

Name  of 
Oirner. 

Deseription 
of  Property. 

Sifcaation 
of  do. 

Bstimated 
Extent 

Gross 

Estimated 

Rental. 

Kate  at  td. 
in  the  pound* 

IRer.W.W. 
WiUiaiBa. 
S      Do. 

Rer.  W.  W. 
WUliama. 
Do. 

Tithe. 

Land  and 
buildings. 

Llangeinwen. 
MrainfroB. 

31  a.  2  r. 

470.  876 
77.  61.  IS 

9    8    0 
1  10  10 

£10  18  10 

In  making  this  assessment  of  the  rateable  yalae  no  deduction  was 
allowed  from  the  amount  of  the  tithe  rent-charge  for  the  said  curate's 
salary,  or  any  portion  thereof,  nor  for  property  tax. 

The  appellant  appeals  against  the  said  assessment  as  excessive  and 
illegal,  and  claims  to  have  it  reduced  upon  the  following  grounds : — 

Ist  That  a  deduction  ought  to  have  been  allowed  from  the  gross 
amount  of  the  said  rent-charge  of  a  proportionate  part  of  the  said 
curate's  salary ;  and  it  is  agreed  that,  if  the  appellant  is  entitled  to 
deduct  any  amount  from  the  said  rent-charge  in  respect  of  the  said 
curate's  salary,  the  sum  of  682.  7^.  6d.  is  the  proper  amount. 

2d.  That  a  deduction  ought  also  to  have  been  allowed  for  the 
tenant's  property  tax,  under  16  k  17  Vict.  c.  84.  And  it  is  agreed 
that  if  any  sum  ought  to  be  deducted  for  property  tax,  the  sum  of 
62.  Ids,  6a.  is  the  proper  amount. 

The  respondents  contend,  upon  the  facts  of  this  case,  that  neither 
of  such  deductions  ought  to  be  made. 

*The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether,  for   r^nriA 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  rateable  value  of  the  said  tithe   '- 
rent-charge,  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  have  the  gross  sum  received 
hy  him  reduced  by  any,  and  if  any,  by  which  of  the  items  above  set 
forth. 

Watkin  WilKams,  for  the  respondents. — The  6  4  7  W.  4,  c.  96,  s. 
1,  enacts :  "  No  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  England  and  Wales 
shall  be  allowed  by  any  justices,  or  be  of  any  force,  which  shall  not 
be  made  upon  an  estimate  of  the  net  annual  value  of  the  several 
hereditaments  rated  thereunto ;  that  is  to  say,  of  the  rent  at  which 
the  same  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  from  year  to  year,  free 
of  all  usual  tenant's  rates  and  taxes,  and  tithe  commutation  rent- 
charge,  if  any,  and  deducting  therefrom  the  probable  average  annual 
cost  of  the  repairs,  insurance,  and  other  expenses,  if  any,  necessary 
to  maintain  them  in  a  state  to  command  such  rent."  This  matter  was 
much  considered  in  the  case  of  The  Hackney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe 
Commutation  Rent-Oharges,  E.  B.  &  E.  1  (E.  G.  L.  R  vol.  96).  That 
case  is  a  decisive  authority  in  favour  of  the  right  of  the  appellant  to 
a  deduction  for  the  tenant's  property  tax.  But,  with  respect  to  the 
first  point,  relating  to  the  curate,  the  following  general  principles  are 
ihere  laid  down  by  the  Court,  p.  49 :  "  If  Mr.  Goodchild  voluntarily 
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oontribates  this  sum  towi^rds  the  maintenance  of  a  clergyman  for  the 
district,  and  may,  if  he  pleases,  withdraw  it,  however  laadable  the 
contribation  may  be,  he  can  no  more  claim  any  allowance  in  respect 
of  it  than  he  could  for  any  portion  of  his  income  which  he  devotes 
*7051   ^  charitable  purposes."  And,  at  p.  52 :  ''  The  truth  is  that  the 

-'  ^incumbent  cannot  measure  by  any  money  standard  his  per- 
sonal services,  or  the  fruits  of  them  in  the  spiritual  improvement  of 
liis  parishioners.  The  personal  labours  of  the  incumbent  are  not  a 
charge  on  the  tithes,  but  on  his  personal  conscience ;  and  in  a  matter 
of  poor-rate  are  simply  out  of  the  question."  [Wightman,  J. — The 
appellant  here  does  not  claim  for  his  personal  services.]  Passing  that 
by,  the  Court  goes  on :  "  Then  does  this  reasoning  dispose  also  of  the 
claim  in  respect  of  the  curate's  salary  ?  In  so  far  as  the  curate  is 
merely  a  substitute  for  the  incumbent  we  think  it  does  so.  Where 
the  clergyman  is  non-resident,  or,  being  resident,  from  sickness, 
infirmity,  or  any  less  creditable  cause  does  not  perform  his  own  duty 
personally,  but  employs  another  person  instead,  all  that  has  been  just 
now  said  seems  to  apply.  But  the  application  of  a  principle  must 
depend  on  circumstances :  and  a  more  aifficult  question  arises  where, 
as  in  the  present  case,  from  the  vast  size  or  population  of  the  parish, 
one  man's  labour  is  entirely  insufficient  for  the  duties  necessarily  to 
be  discharged  by  the  incumbent."  That  was  the  case  of  a  rector 
whose  parish  had  become  too  populous  for  him  to  perform  all  the 
services ;  and  the  Court  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  deduct  the  curate's 
salary.  [BiiACKBUBN,  J. — It  alwt^ys  appeared  to  me  that  a  link  was 
wanting  in  the  chain  of  reasoning  in  that  judgment.  However,  the 
question  does  not  arise  here.]  The  distinction  between  that  case  and 
the  present  is  that  these  are  separate  parishes ;  they  have  separate 
churchwardens  and  overseers,  vestries,  church-rates,  poor-rates,  and 
tithe  apportionments.  If  the  appellant  were  to  give  up  one  of  them, 
*7061   ^^  would  be  compellable  to  appoint  a  ^person  to  act  in  it.  The 

^  original  intention  of  tithes  was  to  maintain  spiritual  services 
in  some  particular  parbh.  What  constitutes  a  parish  church  is  stated 
in  Com.  Dig.  Esglise:  and  the  following  is  in  Savile,  17,  pi.  46:  "In 
the  time  of  Hen.  3  there  were,  in  the  county  of  Northampton,  two 
rectories,  scil.  the  rectory  of  Maidwell  and  the  rectory  of  Kelmershe, 
of  which  there  were  two  patrons,  and  the  patron  of  Maidwell  in  8  H. 
3  purchased  the  advowson  of  the  church  of  Kelmershe,  ever  since 
which  time  he  had  presented  solely  to  the  church  of  Maidwell  cum 
oapella  de  Kelmershe,  as  appears  by  the  register  of  the  Bishop  of 
Lincoln,  ordinary  there ;  andt  then  one Lewes  obtained  present- 
ment of  our  fady  the  Queen  bv  lapse  to  the  church  of  Kelmershe, 
and  exhibited  his  bill  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber  gainst  one  Fend- 
reth,  i)arson  of  Maidwell,  who  occupied  the  glebe  of  Kelmershe.  And 
there  it  was  decreed  with  Lewes  that,  although  the  patron  of  Maid- 
"W^X  ^fter  his  purchase  had  presented  solely  to  Maidwell,  still  Kel- 
mershe remained,  in  right,  a  church,  and  the  freehold  is  in  suspense^ 
and  not.  in  the  patron  of  Maidwell  as  disseisor :  for  the  entry  of  the 
patron  in  time  of  vacation  is  not  a  tort,  nor  gains  any  freehold.  And 
piis  by  all  the  Court."  [Blaokburn,  J. — ^Here  the  two  districts  have 
\j^  the  same  rector  from  time  immemorial.] 
Bwmn,  for  the  appellant,  referred  to  the  1  &  2  Yict.  c.  106,  &  80^ 
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whicb  enacts :  **  It  ^Ml  be  lawful  for  the  Bishop,  in  his  discretion, 
to  order  that  there  shall  ^  4mo  fall  services,  each  of  such  seryioeSy 
if  the  Bishop  shall  so  direct,  to  iBohide  a  sermon  or  lecture,  on  every 
Sunday  throughout  the  year,  or  any  pMPt  thereof,  in  the  church 
*or  chapel  of  every  or  any  benefice  within  his  -diocese,  what-  r*7(yy 
ever  may  be  the  annual  value  or  the  population  themf ;  and  ^ 
also  in  the  church  or  chapel  of  every  parish  or  chapelry  where  a. 
benefice  is  composed  of  two  or  more  parishes  or  chapelries,  in  whioh 
there  shall  be  a  church  or  chapel,  if  the  annual  value  of  the  benefice 
arising  from  that  parish  or  chapelry  shall  amoimt  to  150Z.,  and  the 
population  of  that  parish  or  chapelry  shall  amount  to  four  hundred 
persons ;  &c." 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — This  case  cannot  be  distinguished  from  that  of 
The  Hackney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Bent-Charges,  E. 
B.  &  E.  1  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  96),  which  has  been  cited.  It  was  there, 
laid  down  that  if  the  beneficed  clergyman  may  be  compelled  by  the 
Bishop  to  appoint  a  curate,  or  if,  under  a  proper  sense  of  religious, 
independent  of  legal  obligation,  he  appoints  one,  in  either  case  the 
salary  of  the  curate  ought  to  be  deducted  from  the  tithe  rent-charge. 
The  distinction  is  between  such  cases  and  those  where  the  clergyman 
appoints  a  curate  because  he  is  absent  from  the  parish,  or  from,  some 
other  personal  consideration ;  in  these  latter  cases  he  is  not  entitled  to 
make  a  deduction.  Here  it  is  conceded  on  all  hands  that  the  Bishop 
ooold  have  compelled  the  appointment  of  a  curate,  besides  which,  con« 
lidering  the  limits  of  these  two  united  parishes,  it  was  impossible  that 
the  number  of  services  could  be  performed  by  one  individual.  The. 
present  case  comes  within  one  or  other  (perhaps  both)  of  the  princi- 
ples by  virtue,  of  which  that  case  is  authority  for  saying  that  the 
salaiy  of  a  curate  may  be  deducted. 

*  WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  entirelv  of  the  same  opinion.  This  r«'tAg 
is  the  case  of  a  single  benefice,  although  composed  of  two  dis-  '* 
tinct  parishes.  It  is  agreed  on  both  sides  that  the  services  were  neces* 
sary :  and,  as  it  was  absolutely  necessary  that  there  should  be  two 
persons  to  perform  those  services,  the  case  comes  within  that  which 
nas  been  cited. 

Blackburn,  J. — On  these  facts  I  take  it  that  the  employment  of 
this  curate,  whether  the  Bishop  could  compel  the  rector  to  employ 
one  or  not,  was,  at  all  events,  a  very  proper  thing  in  discharge  of  his 
moral  and  clerical  duty.  If  the  matter  was  res  integra  I  should  enter- 
tain considerable  doubt.  But  in  the  case  of  The  Hackney  ^nd  Lan\^ 
berhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Bent-Charges,  E.  B.  &  E.  1  (E.  C.  L.  B. 
vol.  96^  this  Court,  in  a  considered  judgment,  decided  it,  and  by  that 
decision  I  deem  myself  bound. 

On  the  other  point,  which  was  there  decided,  respecting  the  pro- 
perty tax,  I  do  not  entertain  the  least  doubt 

Judgment  for  the  appellant.(a) 

(«)  8m  th*  next  OMtb 
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nTHQi  *GEORGE  DOMVILE  WHEELER,  Appellant,  v.  The  CJhurch 
'"^J       wardens  and  Overseers  of  BUEMINGTON,  Respondents. 
Nov.  20. 

Foor-rate, — 6  i&7  TT.  4,  e.  96. — TUhe  commuiaiion  rtntrcharge. — CuraU^s  salary. 

The  parish  of  W.,  before  the  appropriation  of  the  rectory  and  the  endowment  of  the  riear- 
age,  compriaed  the  hamlets  of  Oreat  W.,  Little  W.,  B.  and  D.  In  Great  W.  was  the  mother 
ehuroh.  In  the  hamlet  of  B.  a  chapel  was  huilt»  and  it  is  mentioned  as  a  ehapelxy  to  W.  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas  the  Fourth,  a.  d.  1291 :  twenty  years  later  Mcrton 
College,  Oxford,  obtained  a  license  from  King  Edward  II.  to  appropriate  the  rectory  of  W., 
together  with  the  chapel  of  B.  Two  years  later  the  ricarage  of  W.  was  endowed,  and  the 
▼ioar  was,  by  the  endowment-deed,  required  to  cause  the  chapel  of  B.  to  be  served  with  a 
suitable  priest.  In  1616  B.  had  a  parsonage  house  and  glebe  lands.  The  chapel  of  B.  was 
serred  either  by  a  Fellow  of  Merton  College,  or  by  curates  appointed  by  that  College,  or  by 
the  Tioar  of  W.,  or  his  curate.  The  chapel  baring  fallen  into  ruins,  it  was  rebuilt  in  1693, 
and  the  cure  thereof  restored  to  the  church  of  W.,  and  an  annual  stipend  granted  to  the  curate 
out  of  the  appropriate  rectory  :  this  eeased  probably  when  an  arrangement  was  made  by  Mer- 
ton College  that  they  would  give  a  beneficial  lease  of  the  rectorial  tithes  of  the  glebe  of  B.  to 
their  senior  resident  Fellow  on  condition  of  his  providing  for  the  cure  of  B.  In  1834,  Merton 
College  resolved  that  the  lease  of  the  great  tithes  of  B.  should  be  granted  to  the  vicar  of  W. 
in  augmentation  of  his  benefice.  In  the  records  of  the  diocese,  a.  d.  1692,  B.  is  termed  **  the 
parochial  chapelry  of  B.,"  but  in  all  other  entries  in  the  registry  it  is  styled  a  chapel  to  W. ; 
except  that  in  the  registry  of  the  Consistory  Court  of  Worcester  of  1714  there  is  a  terrier  of 
the  tithes  and  glebes  belonging  to  the  parish  of  B. ;  and  in  the  Bishop's  register  there  is  a 
register  of  baptisms,  marriages,  and  funerals  in  the  parish  of  B.  from  1711  to  1728.  For  about 
a  century  previous  to  1847,  the  cure  of  B.  was  provided  for  by  the  consecutive  lesseee  of  the 
appropriate  rectory,  and  not  by  the  vicar  of  W.  The  appellant  was  Instituted  to  the  Ticarage 
of  W.  in  1843,  and  in  1847  received  a  lease  of  the  glebe  of  B.  and  rent-charge  in  lien  of  rec- 
torial tithes,  for  twenty-one  years,  if  he  should  so  long  continue  the  resident  vicar  of  W.,  he 
covenanting  to  serve  the  cure  of  B.  either  by  himself  or  by  a  curate,  and  to  discharge  the  Col- 
lege of  the  cure,  and  to  pay  all  rates  and  assessments  payable  out  of  the  rectory.  A  curate^ 
whose  stipend  was  paid  by  the  appellant,  performed  the  parochial  duties  and  services  at  B. : 
it  was  impossible  for  one  person  devoting  his  whole  time  and  attention  to  perform  the  services 
required  at  W.  and  B. :  held, 

1.  That  in  assessing  the  appellant  as  owner  of  the  tithe  commutation  rent-charge  of  B.  to 
the  poor-rate,  he  was  not  entitled  to  any  deduction  in  respect  of  the  stipend  of  the  curate  of 
B.,  inasmuch  as,  first,  upon  the  facts  stated,  there  was  no  such  connection  between  W.  and  B. 
as  that  they  could  be  considered  one  benefice,  and  therefore  the  appellant  was  in  the  position 
ef  an  incumbent  holding  two  benefices,  and  thereby  bringing  upon  himself  the  necessity  of 
employing  a  curate :  and,  secondly,  the  appellant  received  the  tithe  rent-charge  of  B.  as  lessee 
of  Merton  College,  with  an  undertaking  to  discharge  the  services  at  B.,  and  not  as  vicar 
of  W. 

2.  Semble,  per  Cookbum,  C.  J. — If  Merton  College  received  the  tithe  rent-charge  of  B.,  they 
would  not  be  entitled  to  any  deduction  in  respect  of  the  stipend  of  a  curate  paid  by  them. 

♦7101       *Oasb  Stated  under  stat.  12  k  13  Vict.  c.  45,  s.  11. 

J  The  appellant  is  vicar  of  Wolford.  in  the  county  of  War- 
wick, and  is  the  lessee  and  occupier  of  the  tithe  rent-charge  of  Bur- 
mington,  in  the  same  county,  by  virtue  of  a  lease  of  the  tithe  rent- 
charge  granted  to  him  by  the  Warden  and  Fellows  of  Merton  College, 
Oxford. 

The  appellant  was  rated  as  such  occupier,  in  respect  of  the  rent- 
charge,  in  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Burmington, 
made  the  28th  October,  1858.  Notice  of  appeal  against  the  rate  wa3 
given  by  the  appellant,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  overrated,  amongst 
other  things,  in  this,  that,  in  assessing  his  rent-charge,  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  had  made  no  allowance  or  deduction  in  respect 
of  the  stipend  of  a  curate  paid  by  the  appellant. 

The  parish  of  Wolford  (or  Oreat  Wolford),  before  the  appropriation 
of  the  rectory  and  the  endowment  of  the  vicarage  hereinafter  men- 
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tioned,  comprised  the  townships  or  hamlets  of  Great  Wolford,  Little 
Wolford,  Burmington,  and  Ditchford.  In  Great  Wolford  was  the 
mother  church.  Little  Wolford  still  retains  its  original  character  of 
a  hamlet  to  Great  Wolford.  In  Burmington  and  Ditchford,  chapels 
were  built,  and  these  hamlets  became  chapelries  to  Wolford.  Ditch- 
ford,  however,  was  subsequently  transferred  to  the  rectory  of  Stretton 
on  Fosse,  and,  the  chapel  there  having,  in  course  of  time,  fallen  into 
ruins,  and  being  at  length  wholly  destroyed,  Ditchford  became  and 
now  is  a  mere  hamlet  of  Stretton. 

In  the  Ecclesiastical  Taxation  of  Pope  Nicholas  IV.,  circa  A.  D. 
1291,  the  rectory  of  WolvoH,  with  the  chapelry  of  Boyynton,  is  taxed 
at  26  marks.  Twentv  years  later,  as  is  shown  by  the  Originalia  Boll 
of  the  4th  of  ♦Edward  IL,  the  Warden  of  the  House  of  Scholars  r»7-i -i 
of  Merton,  in  Oxford,  paid  a  fine  of  10  marks  to  the  King  for  '- 
a  license  to  appropriate  the  rectory  of  Wolvord,  together  with  the 
chapel  of  Bovynton,  which  are  in  their  own  patronage ;  of  this  appro- 
priation a  record  is  preserved  in  the  register  of  the  Bishops  of 
Worcester,  and,  under  date  two  years  later,  there  is  found  in  the  same 
register,  and  in  a  book  called  the  "  Liber  Buber,"  preserved  amongat 
the  documents  belonging  to  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Worcester,  a 
record  of  the  endowment  of  the  vicarage  of  Wolford,  consequent  upcm 
the  appropriation  of  the  rectory,  with  a  sum  of  101,  or,  if  that  should 
prove  insufficient,  with  su6h  further  sum  as  the  Bishop  should  direct ; 
and  the  vicar  of  Wolford  for  the  time  being  was,  by  the  endowment 
deed,  required  (inter  alia)  to  cause  the  chapel  of  Bermerton,  existing 
in  the  said  parish,  to  be  served  by  a  suitable  priest.  Nine  years  later 
(a.  D.  1822),  as  appears  by  the  Begister  of  Thomas  Oobham,  Bishop 
of  Worcester,  a  further  endowment  of  the  vicarage  of  Wolford  was 
made,  under  the  powers  (therein  recited)  reserved  to  the  Bishop  in  the 
first  deed  of  endowment ;  and  the  vicar  is,  by  this  second  deed,  to 
receive  all  the  small  tithes  and  offerings  at  the  altar,  as  well  of  the 
mother  church  as  of  the  chapels  thereto  -annexed,  in  whatever  way 
they  may  now  or  in  future  be  assessed,  these  chapels  being  in  the 
same  deed  named  as  Ditchford  and  Bourmington.  If  the  provisions 
of  this  deed  were  ever  carried  out  as  regards  the  small  titnes  of  the 
chapelries,  such  an  arrangement  cannot  have  been  of  long  continuance. 

It  is  admitted  that  the  names  Bovynton,  Bumynton,  Bermerton, 
and  Bourmington,  are  sjmonymous  with  Burmington. 

*In  the  year  1616  Burmington  had  a  parsonage-house  and  r^^i  a 
glebe  lands,  and  in  the  Registry  of  the  Consistory  Court  of  ^ 
Worcester  there  is  an  ancient  terrier  of  the  date  of  20th  January, 
1616,  of  all  the  glebe  lands,  leies,  meadows,  and  commons  belonging 
to  the  parsonage  of  Burmington,  whereia  the  parsonage-house  and 
various  lands  and  closes  are  enumerated. 

The  chapel  of  Burmington  appears  to  have  been  served  either  by 
a  Fellow  of  Merton  College  or  by  curates  appointed  by  that  College, 
or  by  the  vicar  of  Wolford  or  his  curate.  At  length  the  chapel  itself 
fell  into  ruins,  but  it  appears,  from  an  entry  in  an  old  register  of 
Wolford,  that,  about  1698,  the  chapel  was  rebuilt,  and  the  cure 
thereof  restored  to  the  church  of  Wolford,  and  an  annual  stipend  of 
201.  was  granted  to  the  curate  out  of  the  appropriate  reotory.  This 
liipehd  was  afterwards  reduced  fo  197.,  and  tnen  to  17IL,  and  has  long 
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ago  altogether  ceased.    Its  cessation  was  probably  contemporaneoQB 

with  aD  arrangement,  made  about  the  year ,  by  the  patron  and 

appropriators  of  Wolford  and  Burmington  (Merton  College,  Oxford), 
that  they  would  give  a  beneficial  lease;of  rectorial  tithes,  arising  from 
and  out  of  the  glebe  situate  at  Burmington,  to  their  senior  resident 
Fellow,  whether  layman  or  clergyman,  on  condition  (inter  alia)  of  his 
providing  for  the  cure  of  Burmington.  This  arrangement  was,  about 
the  year  .1817,  so  far  modified  as  to  restrict  the  enjoyment  of  this 
lease  to  the  senior  resident  Fellow  in  Holy  orders,  who  was  to  serve  , 
the  cure  of  Burmington,  aut  per  se  aut  per  alium. 

In  the  year  1884  the  follo^'ing  resolution  was  passed  by  the  Warden 
and  Fellows  of  Merton  College,  Oxford : — "  At  a  meeting  of  the 
*71S1  ^^^^^  ^^^  Fellows,  held  *April  4th,  1834,  It  was  resolved 
-'  that,  when  the  lease  of  the  great  tithes  of  Burmington  shall  ia 
future  fall  in,  it  shall  not  be  granteii  to  the  senior  resident  Fellow  of 
the  College  for  the  time  being  as  heretofore,  but  shall  be  granted  to 
the  vicar  for  the  time  being  of  the  vicarage  of  Wolford,  in  augmenta- 
tion of  his  benefice,  provided  he  shall  continue  to  reside  in  the 
vicarage." 

In  1842  an  apportionment  was  made  of  a  rent-.charge  in  lieu  of  the 
tithes  of  Burmington.  The  appellant  was  instituted,  in  184S,  to  the 
vicarage  of  Wolford  with  its  members,  and  received,  in  November, 
1847,  a  lease  of  the  glebe  of  Burmington  and  rent-charge  in  lieu  of 
the  rectorial  tithes,  under  the  following  resolution  of  the  appro- 
priators.  ''At  a  meeting  of  the  Warden  and  Fellows  held  May  81st, 
1847,  Mr.  Griffith,  the  senior  resident  Fellow,  having  resigned  the 
lease  of  the  tithes  of  Burmington,  a  new  lease  was  ordered  to  be 
drawn  up  and  granted  to  the  vicar  of  Wolford,  pursuant  to  a  resolu- 
iion  of  the  College  passed  in  1884."  This  lease  was  for  twenty  one 
years  if  the  appellant  should  so  long  continue  the  resident  vicar  of 
Wolford.  (A  copy  <^  this  lease  accompanies  the  case,  and  may  be 
referred  to  as  part  of  it.)   • 

The  population  of  Wolford  (that  is,  of  the  townships  or  hamlets  of 
<3reat  and  Little  Wolford)  amounts  to  about  650,  that  of  Burmington 
to  about  200.  The  church  at  Wolford  is  between  two  and  three 
miles  distant  from  the  chapel  at  Burmington  by  the  nearest  footpath. 
The  Bishop  of  Worcester  requires  two  full  services  to  be  performed 
every  Sunday,  both  in  the  church  and  the  chapel,  and  states,  under 
his  hand,  that  he  should  insist  on  the  appointment  of  a  curate  for 
Burmington  by  the  vioar  of  Wolford,  in  case  he  neglected  or  refused 
*7141  ^  appoint  one.  This  power  the  Bishop  *claimed  and  exer- 
-'  cised  during  the  time  Mr.  Griffith  (hereinbefore  mentioned)  held 
the  lease  of  the  appropriation  of  Burmington,  requiring  that  gentle- 
man to  have  two  full  services  at  Burmington,  instead  of  one,  and  to 
raise  the  curate's  stipend  from  601.  to  802.  a  year. 

In  the  records  of  the  Diocese,  A.  D.  1692,  Burmington  is  termed 
"the  parochial  chapelry  of  Burmin^n."  but  in  all  other  entries  in 
the  registry,  where  mention  is  made  of  it  {except  as  hereinafter  it 
'Stated),  it  is  styled  a  chapel  to  Wolford.  There  is  no  evidence  in  die 
Bishop's  registry  that  Burmington  was  ever  legally  separated  from 
Wolford  and  oonstilaied  a  separate  parish,  nor  any  record  of  nf 
tderk  iiairiag  beea  ittslitiitod,  '<|oUaleaf  indttoled,  on  iioeiisad  as  pe^ 
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petaal  curate  to  Barmington,  and  in  the  Yisitation  Bella  of  the 
iKoceae  the  vicar  of  Wolford  is  sometimefl  described  simply  as  such 
Yicar,  at  other  times  as  vicar  of  Wolford  with  the  chapelry  of  Burm- 
higton  annexed.  There  are  separate  commutations  of'  the  tithe  rent- 
eWges  for  Great  Wolford,  Little  Wolford,  and  Burmington.  In  the 
last-named  place  there  are  rectorial  tithes  only  (no  vicarial  tithes 
having  been  so  far  as  is  known  ever  paid  there  as  distinct  from  the 
rectorial) ;  but  in  the  two  Wolfords  the  rectorial  and  vicarial  tithe 
rent-charges  are  distinguished.  There  was  also  rectorial  glebe  in  each 
of  the  three  places,  and  vicarial  glebe  in  Great  Wolford  only.  The. 
whole  of  the  tithe  and  glebe  appropriated  to  Merton  College  as  above 
mentioned  are  by  them  leased  to  difierent  persons.  There  are  sepa- 
rate poor-rates  for  both  Great  and  Little  Wolford  and  Burmington  and 
separate  manors  of  Great  Wolford,  Little  Wolford,  and  Burmington. 
At  the  courts  leet  held  for  Burmington  Manor,  constables  and  tithing 
men  for  Burmington  have  been  appointed.  Burmington  is  termed  a 
parish  in  the  award  and  all  the  proceedings  for  the  *appor-  Ti^pr^K 
tionment  of  the  tithe  rent-charge  in  1842,  and  in  the  enclosure  ^ 
award  of  1844  of  lands  within  it.  In  the  Begistry  of  the  Consistory 
Court  of  Worcester  of  the  year  1714  there  is  a  terrier  of  all  the  tithes 
and  glebes  belonging  to  the  parish  of  Burmington.  And  in  the 
Bishop's  register  of  baptisms,  marriages,  and  funerals,  there  is  a 
register  of  baptisms,  marriages,  and  funerals  in  the  parish  of  Burm- 
ington from  1711  to  1728.  Burials  and  christenings  appear  also  t6 
have  been  performed  at  Burmington  from  1588  to  1685.  For  abont 
a  century  previous  to  the  year  1847  the  cure  of  Burmington  was 
provided  for  by  the  consecutive  lessees  of  the  appropriate  rectory, 
and  not  by  the  vicar  of  Wolford. 

On  the  19th  July,  1851,  the  appellant,  in  consideration  of  lOOZ., 
executed  a  conveyance  to  the  Warden  and  Scholars  of  Merton  College 
of  a  piece  of  ground  which  he  purchased,  as  was  stated  in  the  said 
conveyance,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  thereon  a  messuage  and  suit- 
able conveniences  for  the  residence  of  the  officiating  minister  of  the 
chapelry  or  cure  of  the  said  parish  of  Burmington,  together  with  the 
messuage  which  he  had  erected  thereon.  This  deed  recited  that  the 
Warden  and  Scholars  were  seised  of  the  appropriate  rectory  of  the 
parish  of  Burmington,  together  with  the  glebe  lands  and  rent-charge 
in  lieu  of  tithes  thereto  belonging,  subject  to  the  liability  of  serving 
the  spiritual  cure  of  the  said  rectory.  In  this  deed  the  land  and  pre- 
mises are  described  as  situate  in  the  parish  of  Burmington,  and  oa 
being  in  the  occupation  of  George  Domvile  Wheeler  as  the  officiating 
minister  of  the  chapelry  of  Burmington. 

In  the  answer  and  returns,  made  pursuant  to  the  Act  of  Parliament 
43  6.  8,  c.  144,  by  the  overseers  of  the  poor.  Little  Wolford  is  termed 
It  parish. 

"^The  curate,  whose  stipend  {801.  pet  annum)  is  paid  by  the  r*Yr^ 
appellant,  is  solely  occupied  with  the  parochial  duties  and  ser-  ^ 
vices  of  Burmington,  and  is  licensed  only  to  the  assistant  curacy  xS 
that  chapelry.  The  appellant  does  not  perform  any  part  of  theae 
duties,  but  confines  himself  to  the  performance  of  the  parochiaJ  duties 
ttd  servioes  of  Wolford. 

He  «p]jieUaDt|  besides  the  vieitfi^  of  Wolford,  holds  the  reoMrgr 
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of  Barcheston,  with  the  hamlet  of  Willington,  which  adjoins  Bnrming* 
ton :  this  parish  he  serves  by  another  curate. 

It  is  agreed  that  the  stipend  paid  to  the  curate  is  a  reasonable 
stipend,  and  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  any  one  person  devoting 
his  whole  time  and  attention  to  perform  the  services  at  present  required 
at  Wolford  and  Burmington. 

Upon  these  facts,  two  justices  for  the  county  of  Warwick,  at  a 
special  Sessions  for  hearing  appeals  against  rates  made  for  the  relief 
of  the  poor,  holden  at  Shipston  upon  Stour,  in  the  county  of  Worcester, 
for  parts  of  Worcestershire,  and  also  for  the  division  of  Brailes,  in  the 
county  of  Warwick,  on  the  16th  April,  1859,  decided  that  the  re- 
spondents, in  assessing  the  appellant  to  the  poor-rate  in  respect  of  the 
occupation  of  the  rectorial  tithe  rent-charge  of  Burmington,  had  done 
right  in  making  no  allowance  or  deduction  in  respect  of  the  aforesaid 
curate's  stipend. 

The  following  were  stated  by  the  justices  as  the  grounds  of  their 
decision. 

1.  That,  although  there  was  evidence  of  an  ecclesiastical  conneetitm 
between  Burmington  and  Wolford  having  in  old  times  existed,  yet 
that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  vicar  of  Wolford  was,  at  the  time 
the  assessment  was  made,  bound,  as  such  vicar,  to  provide  for  the 
♦7171  *^®^^^^  ^^  Burmington.  2.  That  the  vicar  was  bound  to  pro- 
^  vide,  and  did  provide,  for  the  service  of  Burmington.  not  as 
being  bound  by  virtue  of  any  ecclesiastical  dependence  of  the  chapelry 
of  Burmington  on  the  vicarage  of  Wolford  for  its  service,  but  liy 
reason  of  the  terms  of  his  lease  from  Merton  College,  the  provision 
for  the  performance  of  the  ecclesiastical  duties  in  Burmington  bein^ 
the  condition  on  which  he  held  the  beneficial  lease  of  the  rectoriiJ 
tithe  rent-charge  of  Burmington,  and  the  consideration  on  his  part  for 
the  advantages  so  enjoyed  bv  him  under  that  lease.  8.  That,  although 
it  would  be  impossible  for  tne  same  person  to  fulfil  the  duties  of  Bur- 
mington and  Wolford  as  their  duties  are  at  present  defined  by  the 
Bishop,  and  that  although  therefore  the  assistance  of  a  curate  is  neces- 
sary to  the  appellant,  who,  being  vicar  of  Wolford,  has  undertaken  to 
serve  the  cure  of  Burmington,  yet  that  the  appellant  is  in  the  condi- 
tion of  a  pluralist  who  holds  two  preferments,  the  full  performance  of 
the  duties  of  which  by  himself  is  impossible :  that  such  a  curate  is 
therefore  a  mere  substitute  for  the  incumbent,  and  therefore  that  no 
allowance  should  be  made  in  respect  of  his  stipend.  (See  The  Hack- 
ney and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Bent-Charges,  E.  B.  &  E.  1 
(E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  96). )  4.  That^  even  assuming  the  appellant's  con- 
tention to  be  correct,  that  he  is  bound,  as  vicar  of  Wolford,  inde- 
pendently of  any  arrangement  between  himself  and  Merton  College, 
to  provide  for  the  service  of  Burmington,  and  that,  therefore,  we 
assistance  of  a  curate  is  necessarv  to  him  as  vicar,  and  that  his  case 
falls  within  the  other  rule  laid  down  in  The  Hackney  and  Lamber- 
hurst Tithe  Commutation  Bent-Charges,  the  deduction  should  be 
made  (if  at  all)  in  the  assessment  of  the  vicarial  tithe  rent-charge  of 

*7181  *^ol^^^»  <^^  °^^  ^^  ^^^  rectorial  rent-charge  of  Burmington. 
'  -Is.  That  assuming,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  Warden  and 
Fellows  of  Merton  College,  as  appropriators  of  the  tithe  rent-charge^ 
are  bound  to  provide  for  the  spiritoal  cure  of  Burmington^  ihea  it 


1  BEST  &  SMITH.    Q.  B.  718 

appears  that  they  have  done  bo  in  appointing  the  appellant  their  curate 
for  that  purpose,  and  remunerating  him  by  their  grant  of  the  beneficial 
lease  of  the  tithe  rent-charge.  6.  That,  were  it  not  for  the  provision 
in  the  lease  of  the  tithe  binding  him  to  remain  the  resident  vicar  of 
Wolford,  the  duties  of  the  cure  of  Burmington  could  be  well  per« 
formed  by  him,  if  he  devoted  his  whple  time  and  attention  to  them 
(The  Hackney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Bent-Charges) ; 
and  that  he  is  no  more  entitled  to  claim  exemption  or  relief  from  poor* 
rate  than  a  bailiff,  who  is  remunerated  for  his  service  by  permission  to 
occupy  a  house  and  land  gratuitously  or  at  a  beneficial  rent,  would  be 
entitled  to  claim  exemption,  partial  or  complete,  from  poor-rate  in 
respect  of  the  house  ana  land  so  occupied. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was :  Is  the  appellant 
entitled  to  have  his  assessment  reduced  by  the  amount  of  the  stipeni 
paid  by  him  to  a  curate  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case,  *  r 
bj  any  proportionate  part  of  such  stipend. 

The  lease  referred  to  in  the  case  was  an  indenture,  made  the  24  fa 
November,  1847,  between  the  Warden  and  Scholars  of  the  House  r.r 
College  of  Scholars  of  Merton  College,  in  the  University  of  Oxfoi  d, 
and  the  Rev.  George  Domvile  Wheeler,  clerk,  vicar  of  Great  Wolfoid, 
in  the  county  of  Warwick,  by  which  the  Warden  and  Scholars,  for 
divers  considerations  them  moving,  with  *one  assent  and  con-  r«i;iQ 
sent  demised  unto  George  Domvile  Wheeler  the  yearly  rent-  *- 
charge  of  214Z.,  awarded  to  the  rector  of  the  parish  of  Burmington  in 
lieu  of  the  great  and  rectorial  tithes  arising  from  all  the  lands  in  the 
parish;  and  the  cottage  and  garden  called  the  parsonage,  and  all  Ihe 
other  glebe  lands  of  the  rectory  or  parsonage  of  Burmington  :  hab<  n« 
dum  from  the  5th  April  then  last  for  21  years,  if  he  should  so  lotg 
continue  the  resident  vicar  of  Great  Wolford,  reddendo  17«.  8d.  in 
monev  and  five  bushels  of  wheat  and  one  quarter  of  barley,  or,  i  or 
default  of  the  five  bushels  of  wheat  and  one  quarter  of  barley,  t  la 
price  thereof.  Covenant  by  the  lessee  to  repair  and  maintain  the 
chancel  of  the  church  of  Burmington,  and  the  parsonage  house  aijd 
premises.  There  were  also  the  following  covenants : — "  And  Geor^fe 
Domvile  Wheeler,  for  himself,  his  executors  and  administrators,  do<h 
farther  covenant  with  the  Warden  and  Scholars,  and  their  successoi  s, 
that  he,  George  Domvile  Wheeler,  shall  and  will  serve  the  cure  of  tl  o 
parsonage,  either  bv  himself  or  by  a  sui&cient  curate,  during  the  said 
term,  and  shall  and  will  clearly  acquit  and  discharge  the  Warden  anl 
Scholars,  and  their  successors,  of  the  said  cure,  and  all  manner  o.f 
charges  thereunto  belonging.  And  also  that  he,  George  Domvilti 
Wheeler,  his  executors  or  aaministrators,  shall,  at  all  times  hereaflei 
daring  the  term,  pay  and  discharge  all  manner  of  taxes,  rates,  assess- 
ments, and  impositions  whatsoever  payable  out  of  or  for  the  said 
rectory  or  parsonage  and  premises,  or  any  part  thereof  (except  th« 
lessor's  property  tax),  and  therefrom  keep  indemnified  ^he  Warden 
and  Scholars,  and  their  successors.  Provided  also  that  George  Dom- 
vile Wheeler,  his  executors  or  administrators,  shall  not  sell  or  assign 
ftU  or  anjr  part  of  the  demised  *premises,  for  all  or  any  part  of  r«i^QA 
his  or  their  estate  or  term  of  years  therein,  to  any  person  whom-  '- 
soever,  without  the  special  license  and  consent  of  the  Warden  and 

B.  4  S.,  VOL.  I.— 26 


?720    WHEELER  V.  OTERSEEBS  OF  BURMIN6T0N.    M.T.1861. 

— ■ 1  ^ 

Scholars,  or  their  successors,  for  that  purpose  first  obtained  in  writing 
tinder  their  common  seal." 

The  case  was  argued  (November  16th  and  20th)  by 

The  Attorney- General,  for  the  respondents. — ^First.  If  there  is  such 
an  ecclesiastical  relation  between  the  vicarage  of  Wolford  and  the 
chapelry  of  Burmington  that  the  appellant,  as  vicar  of  Wolford,  is 
bound  to  perform  Divine  service  in  Burmington,  he  would,  according 
to  Williams,  appellant,  The  Churchwardens  of  Llangeinwen,(a)  re- 
Bpondents,  be  entitled  to  a  deduction  in  respect  of  the  salary  of  a 
eurate.  But  that  deduction  ought  to  be  in  the  assessment  of  the 
vicarial  tithe  rent-charge  of  Wolford,  the  obligation  being  on  the 
appellant  as  vicar  of  Wolford,  and  not  in  the  assessment  of  the 
rectorial  rent-charge  of  Burmington. 

Secondly.  The  appellant  was  bound  to  perform  Divine  service  in 
Burmington,  not  as  vicar  of  Wolford,  but  exclusively  under  the 
terms  of  the  lease  of  the  rectorial  tithe  rent-charge  of  Burmington 
from  Merton  College ;  his  acceptonce  of  the  cure  of  Burmington  was 
voluntary ;  and  therefore  he  is  in  the  condition  of  a  clergyman  hold- 
ing two  preferments,  who  is  not  entitled  to  a  deduction  in  respect  of 
the  stipend  of  a  curate,  seeing  that  he  must  provide  a  curate  for  one 
of  them.  The  Hackney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Sent- 
Charges,  B.  B.  &  E.  1  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  96),  is  an  authority  for  the 
respondents. 

♦7211  *^'  ^'  White,  for  the  appellant. — First.  The  appellant,  as 
^  vicar  of  Wolford,  is  bound  to  provide  for  the  service  of  the 
chapelry  of  Burmington,  being  a  chapelry  annexed  to  the  vicarage 
of  Wolford.  [He  referred  to  the  evidence  stated  in  the  case,  showing 
that  in  1291,  and  twenty  years  later,  Wolford  and  Burmington  were 
treated  as  one  benefice;  and  that  in  1695  the  cure  of  Burmington 
was  restored  to  the  church  of  Wolford :  citing  1  Bum's  Eccl.  Lair, 
by  Phillimore,  tit.  Appropriation,  iv.  p.  91.  He  also  referred  to  stat 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  106,  as  establishing  a  relation  between  the  two 
benefices.]  Then,  according  to  the  principle  established  in  The 
Haekney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Rent-Charges,  K.  B. 
k  B.  I,  41,  42,  50,  53  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  96),  followed  in  Williams, 
App„  The  Churchwardens  of  Llangeinwen,  resps.,(o)  it  being  found  a« 
a  fact  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  appellant,  as  vicar  of  Wolford,  to 
perform  the  duties  in  Burmington  without  the  assistance  of  a  curate, 
a  deduction  ought  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the  stipend  of  such  curate 
in  assessing  the  rent-charge  of  Burmington  to  the  poor-rate,  which 
the  appellant  receives  as  part  of  the  endowment  for  the  performance 
^f  the  duties  in  Burmington. 

Secondly,  assuming  that  the  appellant  is  not  bound  to  provide  for 
the  service  of  the  chapelry  of  Burmington,  except  under  the  lease  of 
;ihe  rectorial  tithe  rent-charge  of  Burmington  from  Merton  College, 
Ae  ought  to  be  in  the  same  position  with  reference  to  the  poor-rate  as 
the  College  would  be,  if  they  were  la  occupation  of  the  rent-charge. 
Merton  College,  as  appropriators  of  th^e  tithe  rent-charge  of  Burming- 
^D,  are  bound  to  provide  for  the  service  of  the  cure.  The  Bishq> 
*'^7221  ^^S^^  sequester  so  much  *of  the  tithe  rent-charge  of  Burm* 
' '      ^  ington,  as  was  necessary  for  tihe  maintenance  of  a  curato.  And 

(•)  8te  tb«  pnotdiog  cam. 


1  BEST  k  S>mH.    Q.  B.  r2S 

Ae  lessee  ttikeff  the  lease  of  the  ifitlie  retit-<^hftrge,  subject  to  tbe  sam^ 
Kability :  Hitchoot  v.  Thornburrough,  2  Boll.  Abr.  887,  tit.  Par$f>% 
Vicar.  H.  2.  If  the  College  retained  the  titbe  rent-charge  in  theif 
own  hands,  and  appointed  a  curate  at  a  fixed  salary,  they  would  be 
entitled  to  a  deduction  in  respect  6f  the  salary  of  the  curate.  The 
principle  of  rating  recognised  in  The  Queen  v.  Adams,  4  B.  k  Ad. 
61,  68  (E.  C.  K  R.  vol.  24),  before  The  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  6 
&  7  W.  4,  c.  96  (and  that  statute  has  not  altered  the  law  as  to  the 
rateability  of  property.  The  Queen  v.  Lumsdaine,  10  A.  k  E.  157 
(B.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  87),  is  "  that  all  lands  are  to  be  assessed  in  propor- 
tion to  the  net  rent  which  a  tenant  at  rack  rent  would  pay,  he  dis- 
charging all  rate^  and  outgoings  :*'  and  in  this  case  the  stipend  of  the 
eurate  would  be  an  outgoing  or  charge  imposed  by  law.  The  reason- 
ing in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  The  Hackney  and  Lamberhurst 
Tithe  Commutation  Rent-Charges,  E.  B.  k  E.  1,  61,  52  (E.  C.  L.  B. 
Tol.  96),  disallowing  the  claim  which  was  made  in  that  case  for  a 
deduction  in  respect  of  the  personal  services  of  the  rector,  does  not 
apply  to  the  case  of  a  lay  rector,  who  cannot  perform  the  service  in 
person.  Further,  the  lease  of  the  tithe  rent-charge  from  Merton 
College  contains  covenants  by  the  appellant  to  pay  all  charges  on  the 
reetory  and  that  he  will  not  assign  without  the  license  of  the  College. 

The  AUomey- Otneral,  in  repty. — [Cockbubk,  C.  J. — We  relieve 
jon  from  replyiag  on  that  part  of  the  argument  which  proceeded  on 
the  ecclesiastical  dependence  of  Burmington  on  Wolford.}  In  prin- 
ciple and  reason,  *the  appellant,  with  respect  to  the  chapelry  r«ito$ 
of  Burmington  and  the  parish  of  Wolford,  is  in  the  position  ^ 
of  a  pluralist:  they  are  distinct  sources  of  ecclesiastical  income.  The 
Court  will  not  extend  the  principle  of  exemptioib  in  The  Hackney 
and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Bent-Charges,  E.  B.  &  E.  1,  &8 
fE.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  96)i  to  a  case  in  which  the  employment  of  a  curate 
IB  not  the  result  of  an  inherent  necessity  in  the  benefice,  but  arises 
from  circumstances  which  are  within  the  control  of  the  incumbent. 
The  appellant  might  employ  a  curate  at  Wolford,  and  discharge  the 
duties  of  the  cure  of  Burmington  in  person,  and  then  he  would  not 
he  entitled  to  any  deduction.  [Blackburn,  J. — The  deduction  in 
respect  of  the  curate's  salary  which  was  allowed  in  The  Hackney 
ana  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Bent-Charges,  id  an  anonMily 
which  I  will  not  extend.] 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  tfhat  the  appellant  Was  rightly 
Msessed  to  the  poor-rate  in  respect  of  the  tithe  rent-charge  of  the 
parish  of  Burmington. 

The  objection  taken  by  the  appellant  to  his  rateability  rests  on  two 
^nnds.  First,  that  the  parish  of  Buitoington  i&  to  be  taken  as*  one 
with  the  parish  of  Wolford,  and'  that  the  incumbent  of  Wolford; 
l^lding  the  two  as  one  aggregate  benefice,  and  being  unable  toi  dis^ 
#liatge  the  spiritual  duties  in  both  without  the  assistance  6f  a  oarato> 
is  entitled  to  deduct  from  the  amonnt  at  which  he  is  ratedUhe  expense 
which  he  is  put  U>  in  paying  the-  stipend  of  a  curate  in  BurmrngKon. 
This  proceeos  on  the  asiumption  that  Burmington  and  Wolford'  aM 
inseparably  and  indissolubly  conneeted.  We  may  surmise,  asr  it  ms^ 
HBr  tf  fact,  attfhoiigh  the  ewidenoe- 10  ntyt  oonelnsive,  that  at  g^fa^ 
Some  remoM^  perm  the  ebaprikx  #f  Bumington  ms  a.  d«»  ^^  ^*^ 
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pendency  of  the  Bpiritual  parish  of  Wolford ;  bat  for  a  long  series  of 
years  the  two  have  been  so  dissociated  that,  in  point  of  lav,  it  is  im- 
possible to  say  that  they  form  one  benefice.  This  appears  clear  by 
considering  that,  on  being  appointed  to  the  vicarage  of  Wolford,  the 
vicar  could  not  have  insistcxl  that  he  was  entitled  to  the  cure  of  the 
chapelry  of  Burmington,  with  its  emoluments.  For  many  years  Mer 
ton  College  have  been  in  the  habit  of  dealing  with  Burmington  as  a 
separate  and  distinct  benefice,  sometimes  paying  the  stipend  for  the 
performance  of  the  clerical  duties  in  Burmington  to  a  curate  inde- 
pendent of  the  vicar  of  Wolford,  and  sometimes  paying  the  stipend 
for  the  performance  of  those  duties  to  the  vicar  of  Wolford,  or  making 
such  other  provision  as  to  them  seemed  right:  also  the  appellant  was 
instituted  to  the  vicarage  of  Wolford  in  1848,  and  held  it  for  four 
jrears  before  the  College,  upon  the  surrender  of  the  lease  of  the  great 
tithes  of  Burmington  by  the  senior  Fellow,  made  the  appellant  lessie 
of  the  tithe  rent-charge  of  Burmington,  with  the  obligation  of  pro- 
viding for  the  performance  of  the  spiritual  duties  there.  Under  these 
circumstances  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  there  is  any  such  insepa- 
rable or  indissoluble  connection  between  Wolford  and  Burmington  as 
that  the  two  are  to  be  considered  one  benefice. 

That  being  so,  the  appellant  stands  in  the  position  of  a  clergyman 
holding  two  separate  benefices ;  and  then  The  Hackney  and  Lamber- 
hurst  Commutation  Bent-Charges,  E.  B.  &  E.  1.  52  (E.  C.  L.  R  vol. 
96),  is  an  authority  for  saying  that,  as  an  incumbent  of  Burmington. 
*7251  ^^  ^^  ^^^  warranted  in  claiming  to  deduct  *the  stipend  of  the 
-*  curate  whom  he  employs  there :  it  was  optional  with  him  whe« 
ther  he  would  hold  both  benefices,  and,  by  accepting  the  benefice  of 
Burmington,  he  brought  upon  himself  the  necessity  of  employing  a 
curate,  and  does  so  only  in  ease  of  himself. 

Secondly,  it  is  said  that,  inasmuch  as  Merton  College  are  the  lay 
impropriators  of  the  rent-charge  of  Burmington,  with  the  obligation 
to  employ  some  minister  of  the  Church  of  England  to  perform  the 
spiritual  duties  of  the  cure,  and  as  the  discharge  of  that  obligation 
is  the  condition  under  which  they  are  entitled  to  take  the  rent-charge 
in  lieu  of  tithes,  the  stipend  paid  to  the  curate  is  a  necessary  outgoing; 
end  ought  to  be  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  rent-charge  in  ascer- 
taining its  rateable  value.  It  is  not  necessary,  for  the  present  par: 
pose,  to  say  what  would  be  our  decision  if  Merton  College  themselv^ 
1(Ook  the  tithe  rent-charge,  and,  in  satisfaction  of  their  obligation  to 
provide  for  the  discharge  of  the  spiritual  duties,  employed  a  curate 
and  paid  him  a  fixed  stipend.  But,  without  deciding  the  point,  my 
own  opinion  is  strong  that,  if  Merton  College  had  taken  the  rent- 
charge,  and  appointed  a  curate  in  order  to^  discharge  their  obligation 
as  lay  impropriators  to  provide  for  the  spiritual  wants  of  the  parish, 
they  could  not  claim  to  deduct  the  curators  stipend  in  ascertaining 
the  rateable  value  of  the  rent-charge.  In  the  origin  of  impropria- 
tions the  tithes  of  a  parish  were  annexed  to  a  spiritual  corporation 
with  a  view  to  the  discharge  of  the  spiritual  duties  in  that  parish  by 
some  of  its  members.  The  whole  titnes  in  the  hands  of  a  spiritual 
rector  would  be  rateable;  and  I  cannot  conceive  why,  when  the  tithes 
^7261  ^^^  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  lay  impropriator^  he  ^should 
"J  not  be  bound  to  provide  for  the  service,  of  thociira. 
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In  the  present  case  the  whole  of  the  tithe  rent-charge  is  placed  at 
the  disposal  of  a  clergyman  who  happens  to  be  vicar  of  an  adjoining 
parish,  on  condition  of  his  providing  for  the  discharge  of  the  spiritual 
duties ;  and  I  see  no  difierence  between  a  person  who  is  thus  placed* 
in  the  position  of  a  spiritual  rector  and  the  ordinary  case  of  a  spiritual 
rector :  he  takes  the  whole  tithe  rent-charge  as  an  ordinary  rector 
doe%  and  I  do  not  see  why  he  should  be  in  a  better  position  than  an 
ordinary  rector.  Also,  treating  the  appellant  as  a  pluralist,  who  is 
obliged  to  employ  a  curate  at  Burmington,  because  he  cannot  be  in 
two  places  at  the  same  time,  the  same  result  is  arrived  at.  I  agree 
with  my  brother  Blackburn  that  the  principle  laid  down  in  The- 
Hackney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Cominutation  Bent-GhargeS;  E.  B. 
k  E.  1,  53  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  96),  as  to  allowing  a  deduction  in  respect 
of  the  stipend  of  a  curate,  ought  not  to  be  extended.  Where  tha 
incumbent  not  being  in  the  position  of  a  voluntary  pluralist  is  so  cir- 
cumstanced that  his  duties  cannot  be  discharged  by  one  man,  then 
there  is  some  reason  for  the  exception  to  the  general  rule ;  but  only 
in  such  a  case  ought  any  part  of  the  tithe  rent-charge  to  be  with- 
drawn from  local  taxation.    . 

Blackburn,  J.  (the  only  other  Judge  present). — I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  If  the  facts  were  that  the  parishes  of  Wolford  and  Bur- 
mington  were  one  benefice,  and  the  appellant  took  the  tithe  rent- 
charges  of  Wolford  and  Burmington,  with  the  necessity  of  serving 
the  cure  both  of  the  vicarage  of  Wolford  and  the  curacy  of  pyo^ 
•Burmington,  and  he  was  compelled  to  employ  a  curate  at  ^ 
Burmington  to  assist  him  in  the  proper  discharge  of  his  ministerial 
duties,  the  case  would  be  within  the  principle  of  exemption  in  The 
Hackney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Commutation  Bent-Charges.  But, 
upon  the  facts  stated  in  this  case,  we  must  take  it  that  the  tithe  rent- 
charge  of  Burmington  is  received  by  the  appellant,  not  as  vicar  of 
Wolford,  but  because  he  is  lessee  of  the  tithes  from  Merton  College, 
and  as  such  has  covenanted  that  he  will  render  the  spiritual  services 
of  this  curacy.  If  he  paid  a  money  rent,  there  would  be  no  deduc- 
tion in  respect  of  that ;  and  it  makes  no  difference  that  he  pays  in 
services  instead  of  in  money.  He  seeks  to  make  a  deduction  in 
respect  of  the  stipend  paid  to  a  curate,  who  is  a  substitute,  which  it 
is  clear  that  he  cannot  do.  The  case  of  a  lessee  of  a  tithe  rent-charge 
is  not  within  the  authority  of  The  Hackney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe 
Commutation  Bent-Charges,  which  is  not  to  be  followed,  except 
where  the  facts  are' the  same  as  in  that  case. 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 
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PracUct.'^OmMiom  io  rueal  wrii  o/summont, — StaMt  of  fAmii^iitaif, 

'  Ob  the  djiy  of  the  expiration  of  a  wctt  of  ■ammoni  iMaed  under  The  Common  1am  Sr^ 
eedare  Act,  1852  (1$  ^  10  Viot  c.  76),  the  pUio tiffs'  attorney  nUen^d  at  the  office  for  tb# 
purpose  of  having  it  renewed,  and  paid  the  fee ;  but  beiog  luddenly  called  away  omitted  to 
get  the  saal  impressed  in  pursuance  of  sect.  11,  and  did  not  discover  the  mistake  anHl  it  wis 
too  late  to  keep  the  writ  alive  by  resealing,  so  as  to  sare  tlie  Statute  of  Limitations :  Imid,  tkat 
the  Court  had  no  power  to  direct  the  offioer  to  impress  the  seal  on  the  writ  as  of  the  day  when 
the  attorney  applied  to  have  it  renewed ;  but  that  it  would  hare  been  otherwise  if  the  omissioa 
to  resoal  the  writ  bad  been  occasioned  by  a  fault  of  the  officer  of  the  Court 

In  this  case  a  writ  of  summons  was  issued  under  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1852  (15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76),  which  was  renewed  and 
resealed  in  April,  1861.  On  the  7th  October,  the  plaintiff'  attorney 
attended  at  the  office  to  have  the  writ  again  renewea,  and  paid  the  fee, 
but,  being  suddenly  called  away,  he  omitted  to  get  the  seal  impressed; 
and  did  not  discover  the  mistake  until  it  was  too  late  to  keep  the  wn| 
alive  by  resealing,  so  as  to  save  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

PigoU,  Serjt.,  on  the  5th  November,  moved  to  have  4^e  seal  im- 
pressed on  the  writ  as  of  the  7th  October. — [Blackburn,  J. — This 
case,  and  several  others  involving  the  same  question,  came  before  n.e 
at  chambers,  when,  doubting  my  power  to  assist  the  parties,  I  referred 
them  to  the  Court.]  The  Courts  have  a  ptMsrer,  which  they  frequently 
exercise,  of  amending  tbeir  writs  and  other  proceedings.  This  power 
seems  inherent  in  all  Courts  of  justice ;  in  aadition  to  which  The  Com* 
mon  Law  Procedure  Act,  1862  (15  k  16  Vict.  c.  76),  *aect  222, 
empowers  the  common  law  Courts  ''  at  all  times  to  amend  all 
defects  and  errors  in  any  proceeding  in  civil  causes,  whether  there  is 
anything  in  writing  to  amend  by  or  not,  and  whether  the  defect  or 
error  be  that  of  the  party  applying  to  amend  or  not."  That  section 
is  cumulative  on  sect.  20,  which  enacts :  ''  If  the  plaintiff  or  his  attor- 
ney shall  omit  to  insert  in  or  endorse  on  any  writ  or  copy  thereof  any 
of  the  matters  required  by  this  Act  to  be  inserted  therein  or  endorsed 
thereon,  such  writ  or  copy  thereof  shall  not  on  that  account  be  held 
void,  but  it  may. be  set  aside  as  irregular,  or  amended,  upon  applia- 
tioxL  to  be  made  to  the  Court  out  of  which  the  same  shall  issue,  or  W 
a  Judge ;  and  such  amendment  may  be  made,  upon  any  application  U 
set  aside  the  writ,  upon  such  terms  as  to  the  Court  or  judge  may  seem 
fit."  If  the  Court  itself  had  omitted,  in  pr<^)er  time,  to  affix  the  seil 
on  a  writ,  they  would  do  it  afterwards  nunc  pro  tnno ;  (oonaequeBtly, 
when  the  omission  has  been  made  by  their  offioer,  tbey  ought  to  direct 
him  to  do  the  same.  Suppose  the  officer,  when  about  to  affix  the  seal, 
were  seized  with  a  fit,  and  the  time  expired  before  he  could  resume 
his  post,  or  before  another  person  was  appointed  to  it ;  or  suppose  the 
party  coming  to  the  office  to  have  the  seal  affixed  were  attacked  in  the 
like  manner,  would  not  the  Court  interfere  ?  [Wiohtman,  J. — I  do 
not  know  that.  Parties  should  not  drive  these  matters  off  to  the  last 
moment.]  The  Uniformitv  of  Process  Act.  2  W.  4,  c.  89,  s.  10,  pro- 
vides: "No  first  writ  shall  be  available  to  prevent  the  operation  of 
any  statute  whereby  the  time  for  the  commencement  of  the  action  may 
be  limited,  &c.,  unless  every  writ  issued  in  continuation  of  a  preoedin| 
*7301  ^^^^  shall,  &c.,  and  shall  contain  a  memorandum  ^endorsea 
^  thereon  or  subscribed  thereto,  specifying  the  day  of  the  date 
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of  the  first  writ."    Under  this  Act  the  Court  allowed  a  plaintiff  to 
amend  an  alias  and  a  pluries  writ  of  summons  by  endorsing  thereon, 
the  daj  of  the  date  of  the  first  writ  of  summons,  and  of  the  return 
thereto ;  the  object  of  the  amendment  being  to«  save  the  Statute  of 
Limitations:  Culverwell  v.  Nugee,  15  M.  k  W.  659.t     [Wightman, 
J.— Campbell  v.  Smart,  5  C.  B.  196  (E.  C,  L.  B.  vol.  67),  which  wa« . 
decided  under  that  statute,  is  an  authority  against  you.    You  are  not  • 
asking  us  to  amend  an  old  writ,  but  to  issue  a  new  one.]    No;  for  this 
writ,  when  resealed,  will  be  a  mere  continuance  of  the  original  one. 
CocKBURX,  C.  J. — If  the  old  writ  were  still  alive,  but  defective,  the 
Jourt  could  amend  it;  but  here  it  is  dead,  for  The  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1852  (15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76),  sect.  11,  says:  "No  original 
writ  of  summons  shall  be  in  force  for  more  than  six  months  from  the  . 
day  of  the  date  thereof,  including  the  day  of  such  date."    Blackburn, 
J. — ^You  want  us  to  set  our  seal  to  what  is  untrue,  namely,  that  th'>a 
writ  was  sealed  within  six  months  after  the  issuing  of  the  former  on^  . 
WiGHT3iAN,  J. — If  you  are  entitled  to  make  this  sort  of  applieatioa 
now,  you  might  make  it  after  any  lapse  of  time.]     The  Court  would 
have  a  right  to  refuse  the  application  unless  made  within  a  reasonablo 
time.    An  amendment  of  a  writ  of  summons  and  all  subsequent  pro- . 
ceedings,  by  adding  the  names  of  other  parties  as  co-plaintiffs,  hiis 
been  allowed :  Carne  v.  Malins,  6  Exch.  oOS.f    [Cockbukn,  C.  J. —  . 
There  the  writ  was  still  in  existence.]     So  an  amendment  has  been 
allowed  in  the  date  of  a  pluries  writ  of  summons,  though  the  Statute 
of  Limitations  had  run  out ;  the  Court  holding  that  they  had  power 
uader  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76,  if  not  *independently  of  it:  Cornish  r+^q* 
v.  Hockin,  1  E.  &  B.  602  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  72).    [Wiqhtman,  l  ^^^ 
J.—That  was  a  case  of  mere  irregularity.]    In  Chitty's  Forms,  p.  49, 
8th  ed.,  it  is  said:  "In  a  case  where  the  writ  had  been  issued  on  the 
1st  November,  duly  renewed  on  the  Ist  May,  and  then  tendered  for 
further  renewal  on  the  next  1st  November,  but  the  officer  of  the  Court . 
refused  to  seal  it,  the  Court  directed  him  to  affix  the  proper  seal  nun€ 
pro  tunc  as  of  the  day  on  which  it  was  tendered,  saying  that  it  might . 
be  done  quantum  vakat,  and  that  the  error,  if  any,  would  appear  upon  < 
the  record;"  and  two  anonymous  cases(a)  and  Campbell  v,  omart,  5  C. . 
B.  196  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  57),  are  referred  to. 

The  CouBT  (consisting  of  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  Wightman  and  Black- 
burn, Js.)  said  they  would  consult  the  other  Judges  on  the  subject,  as . 
it  was  desirable  there  should  be  some  uniform  rule  in  the  Courts  upoa . 
it.   They  would  assist  the  plaintiff  if  they  could,  but  doubted  whether « 
their  power  to  do  so  had  not  been  taken  away  by  the  statute. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU,     ^ 

Blackburn,  J.,  now  delivered  judgment,  saying  that»  having  con- 
sulted a  majority  of  the  Judges  of  the  other  Courts,  the  Court  were . 
unanimously  of  opinion  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  such  an 
order  as  was  here  asked  for.  unless  in  cases  where  the  mischief  had 

« 

been  occasioned  by  a  fault  in  the  officer  of  the  Court.  ,. 

Bule  refused.     , 

(a)  U  Jar.  1104;  24  L.  J.  <l.  B.  23;  M  Jv.  m7;  24  L.  J.  0.  P.  1;  24  L.  T.  CL 


f82    REOINA'  V.  INHABITANTS  OF  BRABfLET.    M.  T.  1861. 


•782]  *Tlie  QUEEN  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  BRAMLEY.    Ntw.  9. 

Flauper  lunatics.—U  4f  17  Viel.  e.  97,  #.  97.— ^i76«rf  #  Act  (22  O.  3,  c.  83). 

The  expression  «  Union/'  in  the  16  A  17  Viet  e.  97,  s.  97,  reUtiTe  to  the  eetaement  and 
■zpensof  incurred  in  respect  of  pauper  lunataes,  applies  to  a  union  formed  under  Qilbett's  Act 
(23  G.  3,  e.  83). 

Two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  borough  of  Leeds  adjudged  the 
eettlement  of  Elizabeth  Watson,  a  pauper  lunatic,  then  confined  in  the 
pauper  lunatic  asylum  at  Stanley  cum  Wrenthorpe,  in  the  West 
Kiding  of  Yorkshire,  to  be  in  the  parish  of  Tatham,  in  the  county  of 
Jiancaster,  a  parish  comprised  or  incorporated  within  a  union  formed 
under  the  provisions  of  stat  22  G.  3,  c.  83,  to  wit,  the  Caton  Union, 
in  that  county ;  and  ordered  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Caton 
Union  to  pay  to  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Bramley, 
in  the  borough  of  Leeds,  in  that  Riding,  certain  sums  of  money  therein 
alleged  to  have  been  incurred  by  that  township  in  and  about  the  ex- 
amination of  the  said  E.  W.,  and  her  conveyance  to  the  said  asylum, 
and  a  certain  other  sum  of  money  paid  by  them  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
•asylum  for  her  maintenance  in  it,  and  other  sums  of  monev  therein 
mentioned.  Against  this  order  the  guardian,  churchwardens,  and 
overseers  of  Tatham  appealed  to  the  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  West 
Riding  of  Yorkshire,  holden  at  Leeds ;  which  discharged  the  order 
Bubject  to  the  following  case. 

On  and  before  the  22d  June,  1860,  Elizabeth  Watson,  a  lunatic 

pauper,  was  confined  in  the  asylum  at  Stanley  cum  Wrenthorpe,  in 

♦7831   *^^  West  Riding  of  the  *county  of  York,  pursuant  to  an  order 

-I   in  that  behalf:  and  thereupon  the  following  order,  adjudicating 

hor  settlement  and  ordering  payment  of  her  maintenance,  was  made. 

"  Borough  of  Leeds,  in  the  West  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  to  wit.]  To 
the  guardians  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  township,  or 
place  of  Tatham,  in  a  certain  union  formed  according  to  law,  called 
the  Caton  Union,  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  to  the  guardians  of 
the  poor  of  the  same  union,  and  to  each  and  every  of  them.  Whereas 
tte  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Bramley,  in  the  borough 
of  Leeds,  being  a  borough  situate  within  the  West  Riding  of  the 
county  of  York,  this  day  complained  to  us,  two  of  Her  Majesty's  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  borough  (one  of  the  quorum) 
whose  names  are  hereunto  set  and  seals  affixed,  and  give  us  to  be  in- 
formed that  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  3d  September,  A.  D.  1859,  at  the 
instance  of  the  overseers  of  tlie  poor  of  the  said  township  of  Bramley 
(the  said  township  of  Bramley  oeing  then,  and  from  thence  hitherto, 
and  still,  a  township  not  within  any  union),  one  of  Her  Majesty's  jus- 
tices of  the  peace  in  and  for  the  said  borough,  pursuant  to  the  provi- 
mons  and  according  to  the  form  of  an  Act  of  Parliament  made  m  the 
session  of  Parliament  holden  in  the  16th  and  17th  years  of  the  reign 
of  our  lady  the  now  Queen,  '  To  consolidate  and  amend  the  laws  for 
the  provision  and  regulation  of  lunatic  asylums  for  counties  and 
boroughs  and  for  the  maintenance  and  care  of  pauper  lunatics  in  Eng- 
land,' duly  made  an  order  under  his  hand,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in 
such  case  mode  and  provided,  directing  Elizabeth  Watson,  a  pauper 
fonatio  then  and  there  brought  before  him,  to  be  received  into  the 
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lonatic  asylam  at  ^Stanley  cam  Wrentliorpe,  in  the  county  of  *r*7Q4 
7ork.  And  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Watson  was  afterwards,  ^ 
to  wit,  on  the  said  3d  S^tember,  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  by  virtue 
of  the  said  order,  pursuant  to  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, conveyed  from  the  said  township  of  Bramley  to,  and  was  then 
and  there  delivered,  along  with  a  duplicate  of  the  said  order,  and  of 
the  statement  thereunto  subjoined  as  is  hereinafter  mentioned,  to  the 
superintendent  of  the  said  asylum,  and  was  then  and  there  received 
and  confined  in  the  said  asylum,  and  from  thence  continually  hitherto 
hath  been,  and  still  is,  confined  in  the  said  asylum  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  first-mentioned  Act  and  the  said 
last-mentioned  order,  as  a  pauper  lunatic  in  the  said  asylum ;  and  that 
the  said  Elizabeth  Watson,  during  all  the  time  in  that  behalf  afore- 
said, hath  been,  and  still  is,  maintained  there  in  the  said  asylum  under 
and  in  pursuance  of  the  said  order  in  that  behalf  aforesaid,  and  at  the 
costs  and  charges  of  the  said  township  of  Bramley,  out  of  the  rates 
raised  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  that  township.  And  that  the  said 
justice,  before  making  such  order,  that  is  to  say,  when  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Watson  was  brought  before  him  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Leeds 
aforesaid,  in  the  said  borough,  called  to  his  assistance  William  Swiit 
Wade,  a  surgeon  and  apothecary,  and  he  the  said  justice,  having  then 
and  there,  with  the  assistance  aforesaid,  personally  examined  the  said 
Elizabeth  Watson,  was  then  and  there,  on  such  personal  examination 
and  other  proof,  satisfied  that  the  said  Elizabeth  Watson  was  then 
lunatic,  and  a  proper  person  to  be  confined.  And  that  the  said  Wil- 
liam Swift  Wade  then  and  there,  before  the  making  of  the  said  order 
signed  a  certificate,  according  to  the  form  in  'Schedule  (F.^  r*7g5 
No.  3  to  the  said  first-mentioned  Act  annexed,  that  the  said  *- 
Elizabeth  Watson  was  then  lunatic.  And  the  said  overseers  of  the 
poor  of  the  said  township  of  Bramley  further  complain  and  give  us 
to  be  informed  that  to  the  said  order  was  subjoined  a  statement 
respecting  the  said  Elizabeth  Watson  according  to  the  form  of  the 
statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided*  And  that,  at  the  time  of 
making  the  said  order,  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  the 
said  Elizabeth  Watson  was  not  ascertained.  Now  therefore  we,  the 
said  first-mentioned  justices,  having,  as  such  justices  in  and  for  the 
said  borough,  and  pursuant  to  the  statutes  in  such  case  made  and  pro- 
vided, inquired,  on  the  hearing  of  the  said  complaint  and  information, 
into  the  several  premises,  and  into  the  legal  settlement  of  the  said 
Elizabeth  Watson :  and  the  said  complainants,  on  behalf  of  the  said 
township  of  Bramley,  having  now  here  ascertained  and  established 
before  us,  by  satisfactory  evidence  upon  oath  according  to  law,  the 
truth  of  all  and  singular  the  premises,  and  that  the  said  Elizabeth 
Watson,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  was  and  is  now  legallv  settled 
in  the  said  parish,  township,  or  place  of  Tatham,  in  the  said  county 
of  Lancaster,  do  by  this  our  order  adjudge  that  all  and  singular  tho 
premises  are  true,  and  that  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of 
the  said  Elizabeth  Watson,  at  the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said 
order  hereinbefore  mentioned,  and  from  thence  continually  hitherto, 
hath  been,  and  still  is,  in  the  said  parish,  township,  or  place  of 
Tatham.  And  whereas  it  is  now  duly  proved  to  us  the  said  first- 
mentioned  justices,  as  well  upon  the  oath  of  the  assistant  overseer 
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of  tlie*poor  of  the  said  township  of  Bramley  as  otherwise,  thai  the 
expenses  inoarred  by  and  on  behalf  of  the  said  township  of  Bramley 
i^tjoen  ^n  ^^^  *aboat  the  examination  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Watson 
•^  as  last  aforesaid,  and  her  conveyanoe  to  the  said  asylum  as 
aforesaid,  amount  to  12. 155.;  and  that  the  moneys  paid  by  the  said 
township  of  Bramley  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  asylum  for  the 
lodging,  maintenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care  of  the  said  Eliza- 
beth Watson  there,  and  incurred  within  twelre  calendar  months  next 
{previous  to  the  date  of  this  our  order  (to  wit),  from  the  Sd  September 
ast  up  to  the  14th  day  oi  June  instant,  amount  to  the  sum  of  16Z.  Am, 
4cf. :  We  the  said  first-mentioned  justices  do  hereby  further  adjudge 
the  premises  aforesaid  to  be  true,  and  we  do  order  the  guardians  of 
the  poor  of  the  said  Caton  Union,  out  of  any  moneys  which  miay  be 
in  or  come  into  their  hands  by  virtue  of  their  office  as  such  guardians, 
to  pay  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Bramley  afore- 
said, the  said  sum  of  11. 15«.,  being  the  reasonable  expenses  incurred 
by  the  said  township  of  Bramley  in  and  about  the  said  examination 
of  the  said  Elizabeth  Watson,  and  her  conveyance  to  the  said  asylum 
as  aforesaid ;  and  also  the  further  sum  of  16£  4a.  M.  to  the  said  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of  the  said  township  of  Bramley,  being  the  amount 
so  paid  by  them  to  the  treasurer  of  the  asylum  at  Stanley  cum 
Wrenthorpe  as  aforesaid.  And  we  the  said  first-mentioned  justices 
do  also  hereby  further  order  you,  the  said  guardians  of  the  poor  of 
the  said  Caton  Union,  and  all  and  every  the  guardians  of  the  poor 
for  the  time,  from  time  to  time,  being  of  the  Caton  Union,  out  of  any 
moneys  which  may  be  in  or  come  into  your  or  their  hands  by  virtue 
of  your  or  their  offices  as  such  guardians,  to  pay  weekly  and  every 
week  to  the  treasurer  of  the  said  asylum,  from  the  14th  June  instant, 
so  long  as  the  said  Elizabeth  Watson  shall  continue  in  the  said 
"^7371  ^^7^^*^  ^y  virtue  *of  the  said  order  in  that  behalf,  and  so  long 
-^  as  it  shall  not  be  otherwise  ordered  by  competent  authority 
in  that  behalf  accofding  to  law,  the  sum  of  8s,  for  the  future  lodging, 
maintenance,  medicine,  clothing,  and  care  ot  the  said  Elizabeth  Wat- 
son, which  said  sum  appears  to  us,  the  said  justices,  to  be  reaaonaUt 
for  the  future  lodging,  maintenance,  mediciRe,  clothing,  and  care  as 
aforesaid ;  and  for  your  and  their  paying  the  said  sums  of  money  and 
charges  herein  directed  to  be  paid  this  shall  be  your  warrant.  Given 
under  our  hands  and  seals  at  Leeds,  in  and  for  the  said  borough,  the 
22d  June,  in  the  year  of  our  Lofd  1860. 

'^Wm.  Kitsall."  (l.  8.) 
^*  Boi»BT  Hudson."  (l.  s.) 
The  parish  of  Tatham  is  one  of  several  parishes  and  townships, 
which,  together,  form  a  Poor  Law  Union,  comoionly  called  a  Gilbert 
Union,  duly  formed  and  incorporated  in  the  year  1829,  pursuant  t9 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  22  G.  8,  c.  63,  for  the  better  relief  and 
employment  of  the  poor  of  the  aforesaid  several  parishes  and  town- 
ships, under  the  name  of  the  Visitors  and  Guardians  of  the  Poor  of 
the  several  townships  forming  the  Caton  Union  or  Incorporation: 
and  at  the  date  of  the  said  order  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the 
said  several  parishes  and  townships  respectively  had  been  duly  ap- 
pointed, and  were  then  acting  as  such  guardians,  within  the  Caton 
union,  under  the  powers  and  authority  of  the  above  statute  and  of 
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those  statutes  which  'regulate  the  unions  formed  under  its  provisions, 
and  incorporated  under  it.  The  appellants  against  the  above  order 
of  22d  June,  1860,  were  the  guardian  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Tatham  and  the  churchwardens  *and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  r^^oo 
the  same  parish ;  and  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  they  objected  ^ 
to  the  order  as  invalid,  the  same  being  improperly  made  upon  the 
goardians  of  the  poor  of  the  union  called  the  Caton  Union,  ana  direct- 
ing them,  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  that  union,  to  pay  the  said 
several  sums  mentioned  in  the  said  order ;  inasmuch  as  no  such  guard- 
ians existed  in  law  or  in  fact  able  to  obey  it,  and  having  funds  for 
such  purpose ;  and  that  the  order  ought  to  have  been  made  upon  and 
addressed  to  the  guardian  acting  for  the  said  parish  of  Tatham  only. 
The  counsel  for  the  respondents  at  the  hearing  expressly  declined  to 
ask  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  to  amend  the  said  order  in  this 
respect,  even  if  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  should  be  of  opinion 
that  by  law  they  had  power  so  to  amend  the  same.  The  Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions,  being  of  opinion  that  the  above  objection  was  well 
founded,  and  that  the  said  order,  as  seeking  to  charge  the  parish  of 
Tatham,  was  on  the  face  of  it  invalid  and  bad  in  law,  discharged  the 
order. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  said 
order,  bearing  date  the  22d  June,  1860,  was  valid,  as  being  properly 
made  upon  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Caton  Union,  then  the 
order  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  discharging  that  order  is  to 
be  quashed.  But  if  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  said  order  of  22d  day  of  June,  1860,  is  invalid  and  bad,  as 
seeking  to  charge  the  parish  of  Tatham,  then  the  order  of  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions  discharging  that  order  is  to  stand  confirmed. 

West  and  E,  A.  Lascelles,  in  support  of  the  order  of  the  Quarter 
Sessions. — The  Quarter  Sessions  aid  right  *in  discharging  the  r^noa 
order  of  the  justices.  The  question  depends  on  the  16  &  17  ^ 
Vict  c.  97,  s.  97,  which  enacts, — **  It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  two  jus- 
tices for  the  county  or  borough  in  which  any  asylum,  registered 
hospital,  or  licensed  house  in  which  any  pauper  lunatic  is  or  has  been 
confined  is  situate,  or  to  which  such  asylum  wholly  or  in  part  belongs, 
or  from  any  part  of  which  any  pauper  lunatic  is  or  has  been  sent  for 
confinement,  at  any  time  to  inquire  into  the  last  legal  settlement  of 
such  pauper  lunatic,  and  if  satisfactory  evidence  can  be  obtained  as 
to  such  settlement  in  any  parish,  such  justices  shall,  by  order  under 
their  hands  and  seals,  adjudge  such  settlement  accordingly,  and  order 
the  guardians  of  the  union  to  which  the  parish  in  which  such  lunatic 
is  adjudged  to  be  settled  belongs,  or  of  such  parish  in  case  such  parish 
be  in  a  union  or  be  uqder  a  board  of  guardians,  and  if  not,  then  the 
overseers  of  such  parish,  to  pay  to  the  guardians  of  any  union  or 

erish,  or  the  overseers  of  any  parish,  all  expenses  incurred  by  or  on 
half  of  such  union  or  parish  in  or  about  the  examination  of  such 
lunatic,  and  the  bringing  him  before  a  justice  or  justices,  and  his  con- 
veyance to  the  asylum,  hospital,  or  house,  and  of  all  moneys  paid  by 
such  last-mentioned  guardians  or  overseers  to  the  treasurer,  officer, 
or  proprietor  of  the  asylum,  hospital,  or  house,  for  the  lodging,  main- 
tenance, medicine,  clothing,  andf  care  of  such  lunatic,  and  incurred 
within  twelve  calendar  months  previpijLs  to  the  date  of  such  order, 
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and,  if  such  lunatic  is  still  in  confinement,  also  to  pay  to  the  trea- 
surer, officer,  or  proprietor  of  the  asylum,  hospital,  or  house  the  rea- 
sonable charges  of*  the  future  lodging,  maintenance,  medicine,  clothing, 
and  care  of  such  lunatic ;  and  the  guardians  or  overseers  on  whom 
*7401  ^^^  ^^^^  order  is  made  shall  immediately  pay  to  the  *guard- 

-'  ians  or  overseers  to  whom  the  same  are  ordered  to  be  paid  the 
amount  of  the  expenses  and  moneys  by  such  order  directed  to  be  paid 
to  them,  and  from  time  to  time  pay  to  the  said  treasurer,  officer,  or 
proprietor  of  the  asylum,  hospital,  or  house,  the  future  charges  afore- 
said." The  word  **  union"  in  this  section  does  not  include  a  union 
under  Gilbert's  Act.  22  G.  3,  c.  83,  and  consequently  where  a  pauper 
belongs  to  a  parish  within  such  a  union,  the  order,  under  the  16  &  17 
Vict.  c.  97,  s.  97,  should  not  be  made  on  the  guardians  of  the  union, 
as  was  done  here.  It  is  true  that  the  interpretation  clause,  sect.  182, 
enacts,  "  In  this  Act  the  words  and  expressions  following  shall  have 
the  several  meanings  hereby  assigned  to  them,  unless  there  be  some- 
thing in  the  subject  or  context  repugnant  to  such  construction  (that 
is  to  say),  '  Union'  shall  mean  a  union  of  parishes  formed  under  the 
Act  of  the  5th  year  of  King  William  the  Fourth,  intituled  An  Act 
for  the  amendment  and  better  administration  of  the  laws  relating  to 
the  relief  of  the  poor  in  England  and  Wales,  or  under  the  Act  of  the 
22d  year  of  King  George  the  Third,  intituled,  An  Act  for  the  better 
relief  and  employment  of  the  poor,  or  incorporated  or  united  for  the 
relief  or  maintenance  of  the  poor  under  any  local  Act."  But  here  the 
subject  is  repugnant  to  the  construction  which  would  render  the  inter- 
pretation clause  applicable,  for  the  constitution  of  boards  of  guardians 
under  the  22  G.  3,  c.  83,  differs  from  that  of  boards  of  guardians  under  the 
Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  4  &  6  W.  4,  c.  76.  Throughout  the  former 
Act,  *'  guardians  of  the  unioii'^  are  not  mentioned.  Each  parish  in  the 
union  elects  a  guardian  to  act  for  itself,  and  there  is  one  general  treasurer 
for  the  union,  in  ^hose  hands  its  money  remains  to  be  administered  by 
«Y^^1   *hira  under  the  control  of  the  visitors ;  not  under  that  of  the 

^  guardians,  who  have  no  means  of  getting  it  out  of  his  hands. 
(They  cited  the  4th,  7th,  8th,  35th.  38th,  and  43d  sects,  of  the  22  G. 
8,  c.  83,  together  with  the  schedule  Nos.  11  and  15  to  that  statute.) 
Sect.  107  of  Stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97,  enacts:  "The  overseers  of  any 
parish,  and  the  guardians  of  any  union  or  parish,  and  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  of  any  county,  obtaining  any  order  under  this  Act  adjudg- 
ing the  settlement  of  any  lunatic  to  be  in  any  parish,  shall,  within  a 
reasonable  time  after  such  order  has  been  made,  send,  or  deliver,  bv 
post  or  otherwise  to  the  overseers  or  guardians  of  the  parish  in  whicn 
such  lunatic  is  adjudged  to  be  settled,  a  copy  or  duplicate  of  such 
order,  and  also  a  statement  in  writing  under  their  or  his  hands  or 
hand,  or,  where  they  are  the  guardians  of  a  union  or  parish,  under 
the  hands  of  any  three  or  more  of  such  guardians,  stating  the  descrii*- 
tion  and  address  of  the  overseers,  guardians,  or  cle/k  of  the  peace 
obtaining  such  order,  and  the  place  of  confinement  .of  the  lunatic, 
and  setting  forth  the  grounds  of  such  adjudication,  including  the 
particulars  of  any  settlement  or  settlements  relied  upon  in  support 
thereof,  &c."  And  sect.  108 :  "  If  the  guardians  or  any  union  or 
parish,  or  the  overseers  of  any  parish,  feel  aggrieved  by  any  such 
order  as  aforesaid  adjudging  the  settlement  of  any  lunatic,  they  or  he 
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may  appeal  against  the  same  to  the  next  general  quarter  sessions  of 
the  peace,  &c."  Beg.  v.  The  Justices  of  the  West  Biding,  26  L.  J. 
M.  C.  41,  does  not  turn  on  the  same  point  as  the  present  case  does; 
bat  on  22  G.  8,  c.  83,  being  cited  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  Erie, 
J.,  said,  ''That  Act  cannot  assist  us,  as  it  makes  the  guardian  a 
parish,  not  an  ♦union,  officer."  In  Reg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  r^frAo 
Heaton,  28  L.  J.  M.  C.  181,  it  was  held  that  where  the  order  •■  '*^ 
of  adjudication  of  the  settlement  of  a  pauper  lunatic  is  obtained  by 
the  guardians  of  a  union  on  behalf  of  a  township,  the  proper  persons 
to  sign  the  statement  of  the  grounds  of  adjudication  and  of  the  par- 
ticulars of  settlement  required  by  16  k  17  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  107,  are  the 
overseers  of  the  township.  Erie,  J.,  there  says :  "  The  tenor  of  the 
decisions  is  to  make  those  parties  the  domini  litis  whose  money  was 
at  stake,  and  on  whose  behalf  the  order  was  obtained.'*  In  Beg.  v. 
The  Inhabitants  of  Liverpool,  29  L.  J.  M.  C.  137,  it  was  held  tl  at 
the  Quarter  Sessions  have  no  power,  under  sect.  118  of  this  Act,  to 
amend  an  order  by  inserting  ''guardians  of  the  poor"  instead  of 
"  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor."  Reg.  v.  The  Guardir  as 
of  the  Poor  of  Lambeth  and  Beg.  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Mary, 
Southampton,  6  Q.  B.  618  (E.  C.  E.  B.  vol.  48),  decided  on  the  o.n- 
struction  of  a  local  Act,  whereby  several  parishes  were  united  for 
the  relief  of  the  poor,  favour  the  decision  of  the  Quarter  Sessions  in 
this  case. 

Wehbtf,  contri. — ^The  true  construction  of  the  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97, 
s.  97,  is  that  the  order  to  pay  shall  be  made  on  the  board  of  guardians 
of  the  union  when  the  pansh  is  in  a  union ;  on  the  board  of  guardians 
of  the  parish  when,  under  The  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  4  j«  5 
W.  4,  c.  76,  s.  89,  there  is  such  a  board  in  a  parish  not  united  to 
others  in  a  union ;  and  in  all  other  cases  on  the  overseers  of  *ihe 
parish:  and  that  section  should  be  punctuated  accordingly.  G'he 
present  case  comes  under  the  last  of  these  heads ;  for  there  is  no  b6i.rd 
of  guardians  for  each  parish  in  this  union,  but  each  parish  elects 
*one  guardian  for  the  union,  who,  together,  form  the  board  of  r^jjxg 
guardians  for  the  union.  ^ 

It  is  contended  by  the  other  side  that  this  enactment  does  not 
apply  to  unions  under  the  Gilbert  Act ;  but  the  interpretation  clause 
says  that  it  shall  apply  to  them.  It  is  not  correct  to  say  that  money 
in  the  hands  of  the  treasurer  of  a  Gilbert  Union  cannot  be  ftot  at  by 
the  guardians:  for  the  12th  section  provides  for  that,  and  by  the 
subsequent  statute,  41  G.  8,  c.  9,  s.  8,  it  may  be  recovered  before  two 
justices  of  the  peace.  Gilbert's  Act  has  also  been  modified  by  other 
subsequent  statutes.  The  Poor  Law  Amendment  Act,  4  &  6  W.  4, 
c.  76,  s.  64,  enacts  that  "  the  ordering,  giving,  and  directing  of  all 
relief  to  the  poor  of  any  parish  which,  according  to  the  provisions 
of  any  of  the  s{tid  recited  Acts"  (among  which  was  Gilbert's  Act), 
&c.,  "  shall  be  under  the  government  and  control  of  any  guardians 
of  the  poor,  or  of  any  select  vestry,  and  whether  forming  part  of 
any  union  or  incorporation  or  not  (but  subject  in  all  cases  to,  and 
saving  and  excepting  the  powers  of,  the  said  Commissioners  appointed 
under  this  Act),  shall  appertain  and  belong  exclusively  to  such 
guardians  of  the  poor  or  select  vestry,  according  to  the  respective 
provisions  of  the  Acta  under  which  such  guardians  or  select  vestry 
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may  have  been  or  shall  be,  appointed,  &c."    [He  was^  then  stopped, 
and  J.  B.  Maule,  who  was  with  him,  Was  not  heard.] 

CocKBURiT,  C.  J. — ^I  am  satisfied  that  the  expression  "  Union,"  in 
the  16  k  17  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  97,  applies  to  the  case  of  Gilbert  Unions; 
for,  although  the  section  does  not  do  so  in  terms,  the  interpretation 
♦7441  ^^*^^®'  ^^^'  ^^2»  *says  that  it  shall  Apply  to  them.  We  do  not 
J  see  how  any  practical  injustice  or  wrong  can  be  done  by  this 
construction  being  put  upon  the  Act,  for  it  is  plain  that  if  this  pauper 
were  now  in  his  own  parish,  instead  of  that  which  obtained  this 
order,  he  would  be  removed  to  the  union  workhouse,  and,  under  the 
provisions  of  Gilbert's  Act  and  the  41  G.  S,  c.  &,  s.  8,  be  maintained 
oy  the  common  fund  of  the  union,  to  which  his  own  parish  would 
have  to  contribute. 

Blackburn,  J.  (the  only  other  Judge  present). — I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  It  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  question  which  has  been 
argued  as  to  the  internal  management  of  the  Gilbert  Unions,  for, 
even  supposing  Mr.  West  and  Mr.  Lascelles  right  on  that  matter,  the 
case  comes  literally  within  the  words  of  the  sections  before  us.  If, 
indeed,  we  saw  that  the  efiPect  of  our  do  holding  would  be  to  give 
validity  to  an  order  for  payment  of  money  on  a  party  who  had  no 
means  of  getting  at  it,  the  case  might  be  different ;  but  ad  it  is  clear 
that,  after  the  money  is  paid  out  of  the  fundd  of  the  union,  the  charge 
will,  in  the  end,  come  on  the  parish  to  which  the  pauper  belongs, 
there  is  no  reason  for  saying  that  the  Legislature  did  tiot  mean  what 
they  have  said. 

Order  df  Sessiobs  quashed. 


♦745]  ♦JACKSON  and  Wife  and  Others  v.  THOMASON.    Nw.  U. 

ContradkHng  i^&nesi,— Common  Laio  Proeedurt  Act^  1854f  (Vt  d^  18  Vki.  c.  1^), 

sect.  22. 

A  sUtement  to  eontrmdtet  tbe  evidMee  of  a  iHtiMM  voder  The  Comnioii  LftW  Procedore  Ae^ 
1854  (17  A  18  VioL  e.  I2S),  geot  2S,  may^be  eontaiaed  in  a  series  of  doounAta,  not  ooe  if 
which,  taken  by  iUelf,  would  amount  to  a  ooDtradiotioo  of  his  oTidenee* 

Qmtrtj  per  Gookbarn,  C.  J.,  whether,  independent  of  that  statute,  if  a  party,  in  order  te 
prove  a  will,  calls  an  attesting  witness,  who  gires  evidence  inralidatiDg  the  will,  it  is  not  tarn- 
^etent  to  the  party  calling  him  to  gire  evidence  to  disei«d!t  bitn,  as,  for  instance,  by  showing 
tbat  he  has  been  oorrttpted  by  the  heir  at  law? 

This  was  an  action  of  ejectment,  in  which  the  plaintifl&  claimed  to 
recover  certain  premises  as  heirs  at  law  of  J.  H.,  and  the  defendant 
defended  as  tenant  to  the  widow  of  J.  H.,  who  claimed  as  sole  devisee 
under  his  will. 

On  the  trial,  before  Keating,  J.,  at  the  Liverpool*  Spring  Assizes, 
1861,  the  plaintifl&  having  proved  their  title  as  heirs  at  law,  the  de- 
fendant proceeded  to  prove  the  will,  and  for  this  purpose  called  orte 
of  the  attesting  witnesses,  whose  testimony  showed  that  the  will  had 
not  been  executed  in  the  manner  required  by  law.  In  order  to  con- 
tradict this,  the  defendant  offered  in  evidence  several  letters  of  tike 
witness  to  the  widow,  admitted  by  himself  to  be  genuine,  iii  which  be 
liad,  as  was  alleged,  glvett  an  account  inconsistent  with  his  festimoajK. 
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This  evidence  was  objected  to,  but  was  received  by  the  Judge,  and, 
the  plaintifi&  having  given  evidence  m  reply,  the  case  was  left  to  thd' 
jury,  who  found  for  the  defendant. 

Monk,  in  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  *on  r^y^g 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  had  been  improperly  received.        ^ 

Edward  James  and  R,  (7.  Williams  appeared  to  show  cause ;  but  the 
Court  called  on 

Monk  and  Mihoard  to  support  the  rule. — Previous  to  The  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854  (17  k  18  Vict.  c.  125),  s.  22,  a  party  was 
not  allowed  to  discredit  his  own  witness,  as  was  sought  to  be  done  on 
this  occasion.  That  section  enacts :  *'  A  party  producing  a  witness 
shall  npt  be  allowed  to  impeach  his  credit  by  general  evidence  of  bad 
character,  but  he  may,  in  case  the  witness  shall  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Judge  prove  adverse,  contradict  him  by  other  evidence,  or,  by  leave 
of  the  Judge,  prove  that  he  has  made  at  other  times  a  statement  incon- 
sistent with  his  present  testimony ;  but,  before  such  last-mentioned 
proof  can  be  given,  the  circumstances  of  the  supposed  statement,  suffi- 
cient to  designate  the  particular  occasion,  must  be  mentioned  to  the 
witness,  and  he  must  be  asked  whether  or  not  he  has  made  such  state* 
ment"  Not  one  of  the  letters  produced  here,  taken  by  itself,  amounts 
to  a  contradiction  of  the  testimony  given  by  the  witness.  (In  order 
to  show  this,  they  proceeded  to  read  and  comment  on  the  letters.) 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^Taken  together,  these  letters  amount  to  a  con* 
tradiction  of  the  testimony  of  the  witness.  It  would  frustrate  a  very 
valuable  provision  of  this  statute  if  we  were  to  hold  that,  when  a  series 
of  letters  gives  the  required  result,  they  may  not  be  all  taken  together 
for  that  purpose,  because,  singly,  they  would  be  "^insufficient,  r^^^iv 
Each  letter  might  contain  an  admission  of  some  fact,  and  all  ^ 
the  facts  thus  admitted  might  make  up  a.  contradiction.  The  effect  of 
them  is  for  the  jury. 

For  the  decision  of  this  case  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that,  under  ihe 
statute,  these  letters  are  admissible ;  but  I  doubt  very  much  if  the 
statute  is  wanted  at  all  here.  I  know  of  no  authority  that  a  party  who 
claims  under  a  will,  and  consequently  is  compelled  to  call  the  attesting 
witness  to  it,  cannot,  in  the  event  of  one  of  them  disproving  the  will, 
ive  evidence  to  discredit  him ;  as,  for  instance,  by  showing  that  he 

s  been  corrupted  by  the  heir  at  law. 

WiGHTMAN,  J.,  concurred* 

Blackburn,  J. — ^The  Judge  must  see  that  the  evidence,  i.  e.,  in 
this  case  the  letters,  is  such  that  the  jury  might  fairly  draw  from  it 
ihe  conclusion  that  the  testimony  given  bv  the  witness  was  untrue. 
When  he  has  got  thus  &r,  the  evidence  is  aamissible,  although  it  may 
aot  prove  the  point  for  which  it  was  adduced.        Bule  discharged. 


t 
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The  Trustees  of  tbe  SUNK  ISLAND  TURNPIKE  ROAD,  Appel- 
lants,  V.  The  Surveyors  of  the  Highways  of  the  Parish  of  PAT- 
RINGTON,  Respondents.    Nov.  16. 

Highway  Turnpike  Road, — 4  dh  5  Vict,  e,  59. 


1.  Tb9  4  A  5  Viot.  0.  59,  applies  to  tarnpike  roadf  not  in  exif  tenca  at  the  time  when  it  wu 
pMied. 

S.  A  tarnpike  trust  is  not  the  less  a  turnpike  trust  within  that  Act  because  the  flinds  of  it 
are  deriTed  flrom  other  sources  than  from  tolls  taken  on  the  road. 

Sb  A  turnpike  trust  may  be  within  the  proTisions  of  stat.  4  A  5  Viet  e.  59/ although  the 
road  was  made  and  the  tolls  are  taken  under  a  public  general  statute. 

This  was  a  case  stated  under  20  k  21  Yict.  c.  43,  s.  2.  At  a  special 
Session  for  the  highways  for  the  division  of  South  Holderness,  in  the 
East  Riding  of  Yorkshire,  an  information  was  exhibited  by  the  cleik 
to  the  trustees  of  the  Sunk  Island  turnpike  trust,  under  the  provisiot  a 
of  the  statute  4  &  5  Yict.  c.  59  (since  annually  continued),  stating  tb.t 
the  funds  of  such  turnpike  trust  were  insufficient  for  the  repairs  c  f 
the  turnpike  roads  comprised  therein,  part  whereof  were  situate  with  a 
the  parish  of  Patrington,  in  the  division  and  riding  aforesaid,  ai  d 
praying  that  they  would  adjudge  and  order  that  such  portion  as  thi  j 
might  think  necessary  of  the  rates  levied  for  the  repairs  of  the  hig  al- 
ways of  the  parish  of  Patrington  should  be  paid  by  the  surveyors  to 
the  trustees  of  the  turnpike  road,  or  their  treasurer,  for  and  towarls 
the  repairs  of  such  part  of  the  turnpike  road  as  lies  within  the  sard 
parish  of  Patrington. 

The  turnpike  road  in  question  was  made  under  the  provisions  of 
Stat.  15  &  16  Yict.  c.  45,  passed  for  an  unlimited  period,  intituled 
"  An  Act  for  making  a  turnpike  road  between  Stone  Creek  and  Sunk 
Island  Church  in  the  county  of  York,  and  between  Sunk  Island  Church 
and  Patrington  Haven,  and  for  consolidating  with  such  roads  the 
present  turnpike  road  from  Sunk  Island  Church  to  Ottringham,  and 
for  constructing  quays  and  whar&  at  Stone  Creek ;"  by  which  Act^ 
after  reciting  that  it  would  be  of  great  benefit,  not  only  to  Her  Majesty, 
as  the  owner  of  Sunk  Island,  but  to  tbe  other  owners,  inhabitants,  and 
occupiers  of  lands  in  the  parishes  of  Sunk  Island,  Ottringham,  and 
♦^7/101  Patrington,  and  to  the  public  at  *large,  if  powers  were  given 
^^^•1  to  widen  and  convert  into,  and  use  and  maintain  as,  a  turnpike 
road  a  then  existing  occupation  road  and  certain  other  roads  therein 
named,  and  to  consolidate  a  then  existing  turnpike  road  from  Ottring- 
ham to  Sunk  Island  Church  (made  under  the  authority  of  stat.  6  &  7 
W.  4,  c.  91)  with  such  new  turnpike  roads,  and  to  place  the  whole 
under  the  management  of  the  Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Woods, 
Forests,  and  Land  Revenues :  it  is  enacted,  that  the  Commissioners  of 
Her  Majesty's  Woods,  Forests,  and  Land  Revenues  for  the  time  being, 
and  such  other  persons  (being  duly  qualified)  as  should  be  nominated 
and  appointed  by  them,  should  be  the  trustees  for  carrying  the  said 
Act  into  execution,  so  far  as  relates  to  the  making  and  maintaining  of 
turnpike  roads,  and  that  the  Commissioner  or  Commissioners  for  the 
time  being  of  Her  Majesty's  Woods,  Forests,  and  Land  Revenues 
having  the  management  and  direction  of  the  land  revenues  of  the 
Crown  in  the  parish  of  Sunk  Island  should  have  full  power  to  carry 
into  e&ct  all  the  powers  and  authorities  by  this  Act  vested  in  the 


1  BEST  ft  SMITH.    Q.  B.  749 

Commissioners  for  the  time  beine  of  Her  Majesty's  Woods,  Forests, 
&nd  Land  Bevenues ;  and,  after  the  usual  provisions  for  making  the 
turnpike  roads,  and  giving  powers  for  levying  tolls  and  the  construc- 
tion, when  and  as  and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Commissioners 
should  think  expedient,  of  any  quavs,  wharfs,  or  landing-places,  with 
or  without  warenouses,  sheds,  or  other  convenient  buildings  at  Stone 
Creek  aforesaid,  and  demand  wharfage  dues  in  respect  of  vessels  using 
such  quays,  wharfs,  or  landing-places,  except  for  shelter  in  stress  of 
weather,  it  is  bv  the  16th  section  further  enacted  that,  for  the  purpose 
of  ^defraying  the  expense  of  making  the  several  roads,  quays,  r^n^o 
wharfs,  warehouses,  buildings,  and  works  thereby  authorized  ^ 
to  be  made,  and  also  for  discharging  all  debts  (if  any)  then  due  by  the 
trustees  of  the  said  existing  turnpike  road  from  Ottringham  to  Sunk 
Island  Church,  it  should  oe  lawful  for  the  Commissioners  of  Her 
Majesty's  Woods,  Forests,  and  Land  Bevenues  to  advance  and  apply, 
out  of  the  capital  of  the  land  revenues  of  the  Crown,  from  time  to  time, 
such  moneys  as  should  be  necessary,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole  the 
sum  of  4000/.,  to  be  repaid  as  thereinafter  provided.  And  by  the  17th 
section  it  is  enacted  that  all  the  monevs  which  should  be  produced 
from  the  tolls,  rates,  duties,  and  penalties  thereby  authorized  to  be 
taken  and  levied,  should  be  vested  in  the  Commissioners  of  Her 
Majesty's  Woods,  Forests,  and  Land  Bevenues  for  the  time  being,  and 
should  be  applied,  in  the  first  place,  in  keeping  in  good  and  sufficient 
repair  the  roads,  wharfs,  quays,  warehouses,  buildings,  and  works  so 
constructed  as  aforesaid,  and  providing  for  the  efficient  collection  of 
the  tolls ;  secondly,  in  payment  of  the  expenses  of  making  such  roads 
and  constructing  such  quays,  wharfs,  warehouses,  and  buildings; 
thirdly,  in  repaying  to  the  capital  of  the  land  revenues  of  the  Crown, 
yearly,  until  the  whole  should  be  repaid,  one-twentieth  part  of  the 
moneys  advanced ;  and,  subject  as  aforesaid,  all  the  produce  of  the 
said  tolls,  rates,  and  other  payments  should  be  paid  to,  and  constitute 
part  of,  the  annual  land  revenue  of  the  Crown :  Provided,  that  if  in 
any  year  the  said  tolls,  rates,  and  other  payments  should  be  insuffi- 
cient to  repay  the  one-twentieth  part  of  the  capital  advanced  as  there- 
inbefore mentioned,  the  deficiency  should  be  made  good  out  of  r^^gi 
*the  general  annual  land  revenue  of  the  Crown,  so  that  the  ^ 
whole  capital  advanced  should  be  replaced  in  twenty  years. 

By  the  statute  4  &  6  Vict.  c.  69,  intituled  "An  Act  to  authorize  for 
one  year,  and  until  the  end  of  the  then  next  session  of  Parliament,  the 
application  of  a  portion  of  the  highway-rates  to  turnpike  roads,  in 
certain  cases,"  which  has  been  since  annually  continued,  and  by  17  & 
18  Yict.  c.  62,  continued  until  the  1st  October,  I860,  and  to  the  end 
of  the  then  next  session  of  Parliament ;  after  stating  that  the  revenues 
of  some  turnpike  roads  are  so  unequal  to  the  charge  and  maintenance 
of  such  roads,  after  paying  the  interest  and  principal  of  the  sums  due 
upon  mortgage  of  the  tolls  thereof,  when  deprived  of  the  aid  thereto- 
fore derived  from  the  statute  duty,  that  it  was  necessary  that  some 
additional  provision  should  be  made  for  such  roads  for  a>  limited 
period,  it  is  enacted  by  section  1,  That  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
justices  at  any  special  sessions  for  the  highways  holden  after  the 
passing  of  that  Act,  upon  information  exhibited  before  them  by  the 
clerk  or  treasurer  of  any  turnpike  trust  that  the  funds  of  the  said  trust 
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we  insufficient  for  the  repairs  of  the  turnpike  roads  within  any 
to  esamine  the  state  of  the  revenues  and  debts  of  such  turnpike  trusts^ 
and  to  inquire  into  the  state  and  condition  of  the  repairs  of  the  roads 
within  the  same,  and  if,  after  such  examination,  it  should  appear  to 
the  said  justices  necessary  or  expedient  for  the  purposes  of  any  turn* 
pike  road  so  to  do,  to  adjudge  and  order  what  portion,  if  any,  of  the 
rate  or  assessment  levied  or  to  be  levied  by  virtue  of  The  General 
Highway  Act  (5  &  6  W.  4,  c.  50)  shall  be  paid  by  the  parish  surveyor 
*7521  *^  ^^®  ^^^^  trustees  or  their  ♦treasurer,  such  money  to  be  whoUj 
J  laid  out  in  the  actual  repairs  of  such  part  of  such  turnpike  road 
as  lies  within  the  parish  from  which  it  is  received. 

The  clerk  to  the  trustees  produced  the  accounts  of  the  turnpike 
trust  for  the  past  year,  which  showed  a  deficit  of  1282. 19s.  2dL  It 
appeared  from  the  statement  of  accounts  produced  that  the  entire 
length  of  this  turnpike  road  is  eight  miles,  four  furlongs  and  fiffy 
yards,  of  which  there  are  in  the  parish  of  Sunk  Island  six  miles  and 
sixty-five  yards ;  in  the  parish  of  Patrington  three  furlongs  and  twenty 
yards,  and  in  the  parish  of  Ottringham  two  miles  and  one  hundred 
and  eighty-five  yards. 

The  surveyor  of  the  turnpike  road  proved  that  the  extent  of  the 
portion  of  the  Sunk  Island  turnpike  road  which  is  in  the  parish  of 
Patrington  is  in  length  three  fbrlongs  and  twenty  yards ;  that  such 
portion  of  the  road  is  in  constant  need  of  repair ;  that  the  foinds  of  the 
turnpike  trust  are  not  sufficient  for  the  repairs  of  the  road ;  that  the 
money  stated  in  the  accounts  of  the  trustees  to  have  been  expended  in 
labour  and  materials  was  expended  in  repairing  and  not  in  forming 
the  road,  and  that  the  proportion  of  the  expenses  which  ought  to  be 
contributed  towards  the  repairs  of  the  turnpike  road  from  the  parish 
of  Patrington  is  62.  14«.  lOi^. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  surveyors  of  the  highways  of  the 
parish  of  Patrington,  that  the  Sunk  Island  Turnpike  Act  being  a 

1)ublic  general  Act,  authorizing  the  construction  of  quays,  wharfs, 
anding-places,  warehouses,  sheds,  and  other  buildings  at  Stone  Creek, 
as  well  as  the  making  of  a  turnpike  road  at  Sunk  Island,  are  not  of 
the  same  character  as  the  usual  private  Acts  for  making  and  main- 
♦7581  **^^°^^8  turnpike  roads;  and  that  the  trust  *creatOT  therebj  is 
^  not  a  public  trust  but  a  private  arrangement  of  the  Commis- 
sioners of  Her  Majesty's  Woods,  Forests,  and  Land  Bevenues,  and  is 
not  therefore  such  a  turnpike  trust  as  is  entitled  to  contribution  under 
the  statute  4  kb  Vict.  c.  59 ;  and  also  that  the  Sunk  Island  Turnpike 
Act  (15  k  16  Yict.  c.  45)  having  been  passed  since  the  passing  of  the 
4  &  5  Yict.  c.  59,  the  last-mentioned  statute  does  not  apply  to  this 
case. 

The  justices  being  of  opinion  that  the  Sunk  Island  turnpike  road  is 
not  such  a  road  as  is  entitled  to  contribution  under  the  statute  4  &  5 
Yict.  c.  59,  therefore  refused  the  application  of  the  trustees,  and  dis- 
missed the  case. 
The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  were, 
Whether,  under  the  circumstances  above  mentioned,  the  Snok 
Island  Turnpike  Act  (15  k  16  Yict.  c.  45)  being  a  public  general 
Act,  and  not  a  private  Act,  the  trustees  of  this  turnpike  road  are 
entitled  to  a  oontributicn  firom  the  highway-rates  of  the  paridi  of 
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futmgUm,  mider  the  proyiaiiutt  of  the  statnte  4  &  6  Yict  a  69 ;  or 
wfaetber  the  trust  created  by  either  of  tlie  said  Sank  Island  Turnpike 
Acts  is  such  a  public  turnpike  trust  as  is  entitled  to  such  contribution. 

And  whether  the  statute  4  &  6  Yict.  c.  59  will  apply  at  all  in  this 
ease,  that  statute  having  been  passed  before  the  Sunk  Island  Turn- 
pike Act  (15  &  16  Vict  e.  46). 

P.  iPMahon,  for  the  appellants.^-As  to  the  first  question.  (  Webby, 
who  appeared  for  the  respondents,  intimated  that  he  did  not  intend  to 
argue  it) 

Then  as  to  the  rest  of  the  case.  This  is  a  public  turnpike  trust 
entitled  to  contribution  from  the  highway^rates  under  4  &  5  Yict.  c. 
&9.  This  appears  from  the  ^preamble  of  the  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  r«754 
46,  which  states  that  it  would  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  public  ^ 
if  the  powers  eonferred  by  that  Act  were  created.  It  is  true  the 
trasteee  under  the  Act  borrow  money  from  the  Commissioners  of 
Woods  and  Forests,  but  that  is  the  same  thing  as  if  they  borrowed 
money  in  anr  other  quarter.  It  is  true  also  that  a  power  to  make 
quays  and  wharves  is  vested  by  the  Act  in  the  Commissioners  of 
Woods  and  Forests ;  but  that  makes  no  difference,  Car  the  Legislature* 
in  passing  the  16  &  16  Yict.  c.  46,  must  be  taken  to  have  had  the  4  & 
5  Yict.  c.  69  in  their  contemplation. 

Welsby,  eontriL — This  is  not  a  public  tnmpike  trust  of  the  nature 
ooutend^  for.  The  ck^ebt  of  the  4  &  6  Yict.  c.  69,  was  to  create  a 
jnrovision  in  lieu  of  statute  doty,  which  had  been  abolished  by  The 
General  Highway  Act,  5  ft  6  W.  4,  c.  60 ;  and,  consequently,  it  can- 
not extend  to  any  roads  except  such  as,  under  the  old  law,  would 
have  had  the  benefit  of  statute  duty.  This  appears  from  the  preamble 
and  context  of  the  4  &  6  Yict.  e.  59,  and  also  from  the  language  of 
Lord  Denman,  C.  J.,  and  Patteson,  J.«  in  Begina  v.  White,  4  Q.  B.  101 
(E.  C.  L.  Bw  vol.  46),  which  was  decided  on  the  similar  statute  2  &  S 
Yict.  c.  81.  The  15  &  16  Yict.  c.  46  does  not  merely  create  a  turn- 
pike road,  but  a  turnpike  road  and  something  more ;  for  it  empowers 
the  Commissioners  of  Woods  and  Forests  to  make  quays,  wharves,  fcc. 

P.  JPMahon  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

GoGKBURN,  C.  J. — Three  questions  aiise  in  this  cose.     *The  r^xm 
first  o(  them — whether,  the  16  &  16  Yict.  o.  46  being  a  general  ^ 
Act,  a  turnpike  road  under  it  could  be  affected  by  the  provisions  of  4 
k  5  Yict.  c.  69 — was  abandoned  in  the  course  of  the  argument 

The  substantial  questions  for  our  considerM;ion  are,  first,  whether 
the  fact  that  the  fund  out  of  which  this  road  is  to  be  maintained  comes 
from  quays,  wharves,  &c.,  as  well  as  from  the  road  itself,  makes  any 
difference,  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  provisions  of  stat.  4  &  5 
Yict  e.  59,  supposing  U  falls  within  that  statute  in  other  respects.  I 
think  not  Tnis  is  a  road  created  under  a  statute  passed  for  the  pur*' 
pose  of  making  and  maintaining  a  public  road,  whicn,  for  this  purpose, 
gives  power  to  erect  toll-houses  and  take  tolls,  and  so  far.  therefore,  is 
a  turnpike  road  coming  within  the  turnpike  Acts,  and  consequently  a 
road  of  benefit  to  the  public^  Any  provision  therefore  in  the  Acts 
lagulating  turnpike  roads  ought  to  apply  to  such  a  case. 

But  then  comes  the  remaining  and  more  prominent  objection  that 
thw  is  not  a  case  within  the  4  l(  d  Yict.  c.  59,  under  which  this 
applioatkHi  t0  the  justioeB  was  made,    Mr.  Wthby  says  that  that  Act 
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does  not  apply  here  because  by  that  Aot  it  was  intended  to  eflfect  a 
substitution  of  a  part  of  the  highway-rates  for  statute  duty,  as  a  sub- 
sidiary means  of  maintaining  turnpike  roads  where  the  funds  for  them 
fail.  He  says  that  this  Act  of  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  45  was  passed  after 
statute  duty  was  abolished,  and,  as  4  &  5  Vict.  c.  69  proceeds  on  the 
assumption  that  it  had  been  abolished,  and  was  directed  to  the  case 
where  then  existing  turnpike  roads  had  not  sufficient  for  their  main- 
tenance, the  earlier  Act  cannot  apply  to  cases  within  the  more  recent 
one. 

*7^f)1  '  *^  cannot  follow  him  to  that  conclusion.  Both  statutes  were 
J  passed  after  stat  6  &  6  "W.  4,  c.  40,  had  abolished  statute  duty. 
It  is  true  that  the  preamble  of  the  statute  4  &  6  Vict.  c.  69  refers  to 
existing  roads,  and  speaks  of  the  trust  funds  of  some  of  those  roads 
haying  been  deficient  in  consequence  of  the  absence  of  statute  duty. 
Mr.  Wehby  says,  from  thence  it  appears  that  the  statute  only  applies 
to  those  cases  where  repairs  are  capable  of  being  supplied  by  statute 
duty.  But  I  find  that  the  enactment  is  in  the  most  general  terms,  and 
directed,  not  only  to  turnpike  roads  in  that  position,  but  to  all  turn- 
pike roads  which  afterwards  might  fall  into  it.  And  I  can  hardly 
suppose  that  the  Legislature,  in  passing  such  an  Act,  based  on  the 
experience  which  they  possessed  that  turnpike  roads  were  sometimes 
brought  into  difficulties  by  failure  of  their  funds,  would  take  for 
granted  that  in  future  no  such  thing  would  eyer  arise.  On  the  con- 
trary, experience  would  point  out  that  the  same  state  of  things  might 
arise  again,  and  therefore  the  Legislature  were  likely  to  make  proyi- 
sion  for  both  past  and  future  cases. 

Here  therefore  is  a  turnpike  road,  and  the  fonds  arising  from  its 
tolls,  plus  those  from  other  quarters,  are  found  deficient  to  keep  the 
road  in  repair.  The  parish  clearly  lie  under  the  common  law  liability 
to  repair  the  road ;  in  addition  to  which  there  is  the  statute,  which 
declares  that  if  the  trust  fund  is  deficient  it  shall  be  agumented  out  of 
the  highway-rate. 

Blackburn,  J.  (the  only  other  Judge  present). — The  4  &  5  Vict  c. 
69  was  passed  with  reference  to  the  law  as  it  then  stood.  A  turnpike 
*7571  ^^^^  ^  ^  highway,  and  ^therefore,  by  common  law,  the  parish 
-'  were,  and  I  apprehend  still  are,  liable  to  repair  this  road,  and 
liable  to  indictment  if  they  neglect  to  do  so.  Statute  duty  had  been 
imposed  by  seyeral  statutes,  with  remedies  to  enforce  it ;  but,  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  statute  in  question,  those  statutes  had  been 
repealed,  and  those  remedies  were  Rone.  It  being  then  found  that 
there  were  turnpike  roads,  being  highways,  the  funds  of  which  failed, 
and  the  public  suffered  in  consequence  of  their  being  out  of  repair, 
that  Act  was  passed.  It  is  an  enactment  for  the  benent  of  the  public, 
which,  inasmuch  as  turnpike  trusts  are  apt  to  be  insolyent,  giyes  a 
new  remedy  by  enabling  the  trustees  to  go  before  justices  of  the  peace 
to  obtain  funds  from  the  highway-rate  to  keep  them  in  repair. 

This  road  is  constituted  under  16  &  16  Yict.  c.  46,  which  enables 
the  trustees  under  it  not  only  to  make  the  road  but  to  make  a 
harbour ;  and,  by  sect.  17,  the  tolls  from  the  road  and  the  rates  from 
the  harbour  are  mixed  into  one  fund.  The  first  Question  asked  us  is 
whether,  the  16  &  16  Vict.  c.  46  being  a  public  ana  not  a  priyate  Act, 
the  4  &  6  Yict.  c.  69  applies ;  but  the  point  has  been  abandoned. 
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The  next  question  is  whether  the  trust  under  stat.  16  k  16  Vict,  a 
45  is  such  as  entitles  this  road  to  contribution  from  the  highway -rates. 
That  turns  on  the  point  that  this  is  not  solely  the  trust  of  a  turnpike 
road,  but  also  of  a  harbour.  I  cannot  see  that  that  prevents  this  being 
a  turnpike  road ;  and  the  so  holding  is,  I  think,  in  accordance  with  the 
spirit  as  well  as  the  language  of  the  statute. 

On  the  last  question,  I  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  ♦Justice  r^^-Ko 
that  the  statute  4  &  5  Yict.  c  59  is  not  confined  to  turnpike  ^  ' 
trusts  in  existence  at  the  time  when  it  was  passed. 

Order  reversed,  and  remitted  to  the  ju8tices.(a) 

(•)  Than  wai  a  limUftr  Mae  against  the  pariah  of  Ottringham  referred  to  in  the  aboie, 
whiah  WM  decided  at  the  lame  time  with  the  same  result 


WRIGHT  V.  GREENROYD.    Nw.  21. 

Rdroipedive iioMe.^"* Medical  Ad**  21  d:  22  Vid.  c.  90. 

"The  Medieal  Aely"  liktl  Viet  e.  90,  a.  3S,  haa  not  a  retroapeetire  effect,  ao  aa  to  prevent 
ft  person  who  is  not  regiatered  under  it  from  maintaining  an  action  for  medical  or  aurgieol 
adriee  given,  or  medicine  anpplied,  before  the  Act  came  into  operation. 

This  was  an  action  by  a  surgeon  and  apothecary  to  recover  the 
l)alanoe  due  upon  his  bill  for  attendance  and  medicine  supplied,  which 
vas  tried  in  a  County  Court,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  a  Judge  under 
19  &  20  Vict.  c.  108,  s.  26. 

At  the  trial  it  appeared  that  the  attendance  and  medicine  in  respect 
of  which  the  action  was  brought  were  given  and  supplied  before  "The 
Medical  Act,"  21  &  22  Yict.  a  90,  was  passed ;  and,  as  the  plaintiff 
did  not  show  that  he  was  registered  under  the  provisions  of  that  Act, 
he  was  nonsuited. 

Mauk  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit, 

Manisty  showed  cause. — The  question  depends  on  the  construction 
of  certain  sections  of  "The  Medical  Act,"  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  90. 

*Sect.  15.  "  Every  person  now  possessed,  and  (subject  to  the  r^nKQ 
provisions  hereinafter  contained)  every  person  hereafter  be-  ^ 
coming  possessed,  of  any  one  or  more  of  the  qualifications  described 
in  the  SchediUe  (A)  to  this  Act,  shall,  on  payment  of  a  fee  not  exceed* 
iog  22.,  in  respect  of  qualifications  obtained  before  the  first  January, 
1859,  and  not  exceeding  bl.  in  respect  of  qualifications  obtained  on  or 
after  that  day,  be  entitled  to  be  registerea  on  producing  to  the  regis- 
trar of  the  branch  council  for  England,  Scotland,  or  Ireland,  the 
document  conferring  or  evidencing  the  qualification  or  each  of  the 
qualifications  in  respect  whereof  he  seeks  to  be  so  registered,  or  upon 
tiiinsmittinK  by  post  to  such  registrar  information  of  his  name  and 
address,  and  evidence  of  the  qualification  or  qualifications  in  respect 
whereof  he  seeks  to  be  registered,  and  of  the  time  or  times  at  which 
the  same  was  or  were  respectively  obtained :  Provided  always,  that  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  several  colleges  and  other  bodies  mentioned  in 
the  said  Schedule  (A)  to  transmit  from  time  to  time  to  the  said  regis- 
trar lists  certified  under  their  respective  seals  of  the  several  persons 
who,  in  respect  of  qualifications  granted  by  such  colleges  and  bodies 
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regpeotivelj^  ate  for  ibe  time  being  entitled  to  be  registered  under 
this  Aot,  stating  the  respective  qtialifieationa  and  places  of  reeodenoe 
of  such  pei*3onB ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  registrar  thereupon, 
and  upon  pajment  of  such  fee  as  aforesaid  in  respect  of  each  person 
to  be  registered,  to  enter  in  the  register  the  persons  mentioned  in  such 
lists,  with  their  qualifications  and  places  of  residence  as  therein  datod, 
without  other  application  in  relation  thereto." 

Sect.  27.  *'  The  rsgiatrar  of  tiie  general  council  shall  in  everj  year 
760*1  ^^^^^  ^  ^  printed,  published,  and  sold,  *ander  the  direction 
^  of  such  eonnoil,  a  correct  register  of  the  names  in  alphabetical 
order  according  to  the  surnames,  with  the  respecti ye  residences,  in  the 
form  set  forth  in  Schedule  (D)  to  this  Act,  or  to  the  like  ^ect,  and 
medical  titles,  diplomas,  and  qualifications  conferred  by  any  corpora- 
tion, or  university,  or  by  doctorate  of  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury, 
with  the  dates  thereof,  of  all  persona  appearing  on  tne  general  regis- 
ter as  existing  on  the  1st  January  in  every  year ;  and  such  register 
shall  be  called  '  The  Medical  Begister ;'  and  a  copy  of  the  Medical 
Register  for  the  time  being,  purporting  to  be  so  printed  and  published 
as  aforesaid,  shall  be  evidence  in  all  courts  and  before  all  justices  of 
the  peace  and  others  that  the  persons  therein  specified  are  registered 
according  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act ;  and  the  absence  of  the  name 
of  any  person  from  such  copy  shall  be  evidence,  until  the  contrary 
be  made  to  appear,  that  such  person  is  not  registered  according  to 
the  provisions  of  this  Act :  Provided  always,  that  in  the  ease  of  any 
person  whose  name  does  not  appear  in  such  copy,  a  certified  cc^y, 
under  the  hand  of  the  registrar  of  the  general  council  or  of  any 
branch  council,  of  the  entry  of  the  name  of  such  person  on  the 
general  or  local  register  shall  be  evidence  that  such  person  is  r^^tered 
under  the  provisions  of  this  Act." 

Sect.  81.  "Every  person  registered  under  this  Act  shall  be  entitled 
according  to  his  qualification  or  qualifications  to  practise  medicine  or 
surgery,  or  medicine  and  surgery,  as  the  case  may  be,  in  any  part  of 
Her  Majesty's  dominions,  and  to  demand  and  reoover  in  any  C6urt  of 
law,  with  mil  costs  of  suit,  reasonable  charges  for  professional  tid, 
advice,  and  visits,  and  the  cost  of  any  medicines  or  other  medical  or 
^^7611  ^^^^.^^  appliances  ^rendered  or  supplied  by  him  to  his  patients: 
-*  provided  always,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  college  of  pbysi* 
cians  to  pass  a  by-law  to  the  effect  that  no  one  of  their  fcdiows  or 
members  shall  be  entitled  to  sue  in  manner  aforesaid  in  any  Court  of 
law,  and  thereupon  such  by- law  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  any  actioa 
for  the  purposes  aforesaid  commenced  by  any  fellow  or  member  of 
such  college.'' 

Sect.  32.  '*  After  the  1st  January,  1859,  no  person  shall  be  entitled 
to  recover  anv  charge  in  anv  Court  of  law  for  any  medical  or  surgical 
advice,  attendance,  or  for  the  performance  of  any  operation,  or  fbt 
any  medicine  which  he  shall  have  both  prescribed  and  supplied,  unless 
he  shall  prove  upon  the  trial  that  he  is  registered  under  this  Act" 

These  sections  show  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound,  as  a  condition 
precedent  to  recovering,  to  prove  that  he  was  registered  under  this 
Act  [CocKBURN,  C.  J.— Suppose  a  medical  man  had  retired  from 
practice  before  the  statute  came  into  operation,  and  afterwards  sought 
to  recover  a  bill  due  to  him,  you  must  oontend  that  he  could  oot 
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maintain  bis  aetion  because  hie  name  is  not  on  tbe  regisler.  Tb» 
statute  was  only  meant  to  act  prospectively.  Blackburn,  J.---Sap- 
pose  a  cause  like  the  present  stood  for  trial  tbe  day  before  tbe  Act 
came  into  operation,  tbe  plaintiff  would  at  tbat  moment  be  entitled 
to  recover.  If  tbe  trial  were  postponed  until  after  it  came  into 
operatioUi  then,  if  your  argument  is  right,  he  must  either  be  ncm- 
saited  or  produce  the  register  with  his  name  in  it]  The  intention  of 
the  legislature  was  that  no  person  practising  inedioine  or  surgery 
should  be  allowed  to  sue  for  his  fees  unless  he  is  registered.  [GooE- 
BURN,  G.  J. — No;  it  Was  to  make  every  medical  person  register, 
*and,  to  secure  that,  it  has  enacted  that  he  shall  not  be  allowed  r^itgo 
to  recover  his  charges  unless  he  does.  But  at  the  time  tbe  ^ 
plaintiff  did  tbe  work  and  supplied  the  medicines  here  sued  for,  there 
was  no  obligation  on  him  by  law  to  register.  It  would  require  the 
strongest  words  in  the  statute  to  induce  us  to  hold  tbat  it  extends  to 
such  a  case.  Blackburn,  J.-^I  have  heard  Lord  Wensleydale  cite^ 
with  approbaticm,  the  maxim  "  Nova  oonstitutio  futurus  formam  im- 
ponere  debet,  non  pr»teritis."(a)  I  think  it  clear,  from  the  Ian* 
goage  of  the  32d  section  of  this  Act,  that  the  prohibition  tbat  **  after 
the  1st  January,  1859,  no  person  shall  be  entitled  to  recover  any 
charge,  &c.,"  refers  to  a  charge  incurred  after  Ist  January,  1859.] 

Mauk,  who  appeared  to  support  the  rule,  said  that  the  point  had 
been  already  decided  in  the  Exchequer,  in  a  case  of  Thistieton  v. 
Frewer.(6) 

Per  CuRiAic.  (Consisting  of  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  WiaHTiCAN  and 
Blackburn,  Js.)  Bule  absolate. 

(a)  TIm  kattked  Jndgt  pf\iMf  rtkn  to  Moon  v.  Dwrdeii,  S  Exeh.  92,  42,t  where  Patlu,  IS^ 
cUm  4he  maxim  in  qneelion. 
(6)  Simae  leported,  31  L.  J.  Ssfik.  S8a« 


**iii^HM^»*BM*- 


♦The 
dians 


QUEEN  V.  The  Churchwardens,  Overseers,  and  Quar-  r^ni^ 
IS  of  the  Poor  of  the  Parish  of  BIRMINGHAM.  Nav.U.  ^  '^ 

Ob  aa  Appeal  against  aa  order  of  renoval  ef  a  Ibmaie  paaper,  it  waa  fhowa  tbat  the  fkther 
•r  the  paaper'a  httaband  had  oceapied  and  paid  rent  for  a  tensment  ia  the  appeflant  parish.  la 
order  to  prove  the  amoaat  of  that  reat,  the  reepoadeatj'  ooansel  oSered  to  show  that,  whUtt 
hi  eoeopation  of  that  teaemeiit,  the  father  said  to  his  son  that  he  occupied  tlie  same  as  teaaat 
at  aa  annnal  rent  of  20^ :  held,  that  the  eridence  was  admissihle. 

Two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  borough  of  Birmingham  made  an 
order,  dated  9th  August,  1860,  for  the  removal  of  Sarah,  wife  of  Wil* 
liam  Day,  absent  from  her,  and  their  four  children,  from  the  parish  of 
Birmingham  to  the  parish  of  Kingswood,  in  the  county  of  Gloucester ; 
against  this  order  the  parish  of  J^ingswood  appealed  to  the  Quarter 
Sessions  for  the  borough  of  Birmingham,  which  quashed  the  order, 
subject  to  the  following  case. 

The  respondents  proved  that  John  Lodkyer  Day,  deceased,  father 
of  William  Day,  occupied  a  tenement  iVom  the  year  1829  until  his 
death  in  1847,  in  the  parish  of  Kingswood,  and  tbe  rent  for  which 
was  settled  in  account  with  the  landlords,  and  waa  found  by  the  Court 
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to  have  been  paid  by  John  Lockyer  Day.  To  prove  the  amount  of 
that  rent,  evioence  was  tendered  by  the  responaents  and  objected  to 
oy  the  appellants'  counsel,  that  John  Lockver  Day,  whilst  in  occupa- 
tion of  that  tenement,  said  to  his  son  Thomas  Day  that  he,  John 
Lockyer  Day,  occupied  the  same  as  tenant  at  a  rent  of  201.  per  year. 

If  this  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  of  the  declara- 
♦7ft4.1  *^^^  ^^  John  Lockyer  I)ay  was  admissible  *for  the  purpose  of 
^  proving  the  amount  of  the  rent,  and  the  nature  of  tne  occupa- 
tion, then  the  order  of  Quarter  Sessions  was  to  be  quashed,  and  the 
order  of  removal  confirmed ;  otherwise  the  order  of  Quarter  Sessions 
was  to  be  confirmed,  and  the  order  of  removal  quashed. 

0*Brien  and  Cockle,  in  support  of  the  order  of  Quarter  Sessions. — 
Occupation  and  payment  of  rent  by  the  deceased  having  been  proved, 
the  amount  of  the  rent  paid  by  him  became  material,  for,  if  it  reached 
a  certain  amount,  it  would  confer  a  settlement.  The  question,  there- 
fore, is  whether  his  declaration  is  admissible  evidence  to  pr^ve  that 
amount  This  is  clearly  hearsay,  and  does  not  fall  within  any  of  the 
recognised  exceptions  to  the  rule  rejecting  that  kind  of  evidence.  The 
other  side  will  probably  seek  to  place  it  on  the  ground  of  a  declara- 
tion by  an  occupier  in  possession.  The  principle  on  which  the  admis- 
sibility of  such  evidence  rests  is  that,  occupation  being  primfi  &cie 
evidence  of  ownership  in  fee  simple,  whatever  is  stated  by  the  party 
in  occupation  tending  to  cut  down  his  interest  \b  receivable :  1  Stark. 
Ev.  358,  865-6,  8d  ed. ;  HoUoway  v.  Rakes,  cited  in  Davies  v.  Pierce, 
2  T.  R  58 ;  Peaceable  d.  Uncle  v.  Watson,  4  Taunt.  16 ;  Walker  v. 
Broadstock,  1  Esp.  458 ;  Doe  d.  Hindly  v.  Rickarby,  6  Esp.  4 ;  Doe  d. 
Baggalley  v.  Jones,  1  Oampb.  867.  [Cookbubn,  0.  J. — Walker  r. 
Broadstock  has  been  overruled.(a)]  But,  although  that  kind  of  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  prove  the  fact  of  tenancy,  it  is  not  admissible 
to  prove  collateral  facts ;  such  as  the  amount  of  rent,  as  here,  or  the 
terms  of  a  contract,  as  in  Reg.  4;.  The  Inhabitants  of  Worth,  4  Q.  B. 

*7651  ^^^  ^^'  ^'  ^'  ^'  ^^^'  ^^  Siich  ^evidence  as  this  is  open  to  all 
-'  the  characteristic  dangers  of  hearsay ;  and  ^he  law  is  the  same 
with  respect  to  entries  made  by  deceased  persons  in  the  ordinary 
course  or  business :  Chambers  v.  Bernasconi,  1  G.  M.  &  R.  847.t  In 
Taylor  on  Evidence,  p.  644,  2d  ed.,  where  the  cases  on  the  subject  of 
declarations  against  proprietary  interest  are  collected,  the  author  says, 
^*  It  is  difficult  to  fix  with  precision  how  far  these  declarations  are 
admissible  as  evidence  of  the  facts  contained  in  them  *  *  *  but,  in 
strictness,  it  would  seem  that  they  ought  to  be  confined  to  the  simple 
proof  of  the  interest  which  the  declarant  enjoyed  in  the  premises." 
besides,  the  statement  here  may  be  as  mnch  far  as  against  the  interest 
of  the  deceased,  for  it  tends  to  prove  that  he  had  a  tenancy  from  year 
to  year  in  the  premises.  If  the  statement  of  a  party,  as  to  the  amount 
of  rent,  is  receivable,  so  also  should  be  his  statement  that  he  had  paid 
it  on  such  a  day.  As  regards  admissibility,  there  is,  perhaps,  no 
difference  between  verbal  and  written  statements  of  this  nature,  but 
the  former  are  more  liable  to  contain  collateral  matter,  which  it  is 
difficult  to  separate  from  what  is  relevant.  Davies  v.  Pierce,  2  T.  S. 
68,  and  Roe  a.  Brune  v.  Rawlings,  7  East  279,  will  be  relied  on  by 
the  other  side ;  but,  in  the  former,  the  declarations  were  accompanied 

(•)  Sm  Pi^midiok  tr.  Bridgwfttor,  5  B.  *  B.  166, 169, 178, 179, 181  (B.  C.  L.  R.  toL  85>. 
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bj  acts ;  and,  in  the  latter,  the  owner  of  the  estate  had  accredited  the 
document  by  keeping  it  among  his  muniments  of  title ;  and  that  case 
is  so  explained  by  Coleridge,  J.,  in  Papendick  t;.  Bridgwater,  5  E.  & 
B.  166,  176  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  86),  [Ck>CKBUBN,  G.  J.— This  case  seems 
to  come  within  the  principle  of  another  class  of  cases.  I  mean  those 
in  which  declarations  against  pecuniary  interest  have  been  held  ad- 
missible. The  principiu  of  these  *is  Iligham  t;.  Bidgway,  10  r^^r^a 
East  109,  where  an  entry  of  the  delivery  of  a  woman,  made  in  '- 
his  books  by  an  accoucheur,  was  held  admissible  to  prove  not  only 
the  fact  but  the  time  of  the  delivery.]  The  principle  of  that  case  has 
been  followed  in  Doe,  Lessee  of  Beece,  v.  Bobson,  15  East  82,  and 
Davies  v.  Humphreys,  6  M.  ft  W.  153,t  but  it  is  very  questionable, 
and  ought  not  to  be  extended.  In  Davies  t;.  Humphreys,  Parke,  B., 
says,  p.  166 :  "  That  the  receipt  was  evidence  of  the  fact  of  the  pay* 
ment  which  it  admitted,  in  every  case  in  which  the  proof  of  payment 
would  be  relevant,  was  not  disputed ;  but  it  was  denied  that  the  whole 
entry  would  be  admissible  to  show  that  the  8002.  was  advanced  to 
Evan  Humphreys :  and  certainly  if  this  point  were  now,  for  the  first 
time,  to  be  decided,  it  would  seem  more  reasonable  to  hold  that  the 
memorandum  of  a  receipt  of  payment  was  admissible  only  to  the 
extent  of  proving  that  a  payment  had  been  made,  and  the  account  on 
which  it  had  been  made.'  And,  in  Doe  d.  Kinglake  v.  Beviss,  7  G.  B. 
456,  614  (E.  G.  L.  B.  voL  62),  Williams,  J.,  uses  language  to  the  same 
effect  The  distinction  between  declarations  against  pecuniary  and 
proprietary  interest  is,  that  the  former  are  admissible  if  made  at  any 
time,  but,  in  order  to  render  the  latter  admissible,  the  party  roust  be  in 
possession.  [Blackbubn,  J.,  referred  to  The  Baron  Bode's  Gaso,  8 
Q.  B.  208  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  55).]  The  declaration  there  was  not  a  state- 
ment of  the  terms  of  a  tenancy,  but  simply  that  the  person  did  not 
hold  the  land  for  himself.  [Gockburk,  G.  J. — What  do  you  say  to 
Mountnoy  v.  GoUier,  1  E.  &  B.  680  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  72)?]  The 
amount  of  rent  was  not  the  question  there.  [Gockburk,  G.  J. — ^I  have 
Been  many  cases  where  ^facts  have  been  proved  by  written  r^nan 
entries  against  interest,  of  the  truth  of  which  no  one  could  ^ 
entertain  a  doubt,  and  justice  would  have  been  defeated  if  they  had 
Bot  been  received.  A  Judge  can  always  tell  a  jurv  that  anything 
extraneous  in  such  statements  may  be  disregarded.  People  were 
formerly  frightened  out  of  their  wits  about  admitting  evidence,  lest 
juries  should  go  wrong.  In  modem  times  we  admit  the  evidence,  and 
discoss  its  weight.  If  a  man  savs,  "  I  pa^  201.  a  year  rent,"  there  is 
Bo  more  reason  to  doubt  that  he  is  telling  the  truth  than  when  he 
says  he  is  paying  rent  at  all.] 

Z  Spooner  and  Manley  SmUh,  contri. — Statements  made  by  a  person 
which  are  adverse  to  his  interest  are  admissible  in  evidence,  whether . 
the  statement  were  made  directly  or  collaterally :  Strode  t;.  Winches- 
ter, 1  Dick.  897 ;  Middleton  v.  Helton,  10  B.  &  G.  817  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol. 
21) ;  Stanley  v.  White,  14  East  882 ;  Gleadow  v.  Atkin,  1  G.  &  M.  410  ;t 
Came  v.  NicoU,  1  Bing.  N.  G.  480  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  27);  Percival  v. 
Nanson,  7  Exch.  l.f  In  Doe  d.  Welsh  v.  Langfield,  16  M.  k  W. 
497,t  Parke,  B.,  says,  p.  514:  ''AH  statements  made  bv  a  deceased 
person  while  in  possession  of  property  are  in  themselves  ori^nal 
evidence,  if  they  go  to  cut  down  his  interest  in  it."    And  there  is  no 
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cUlference  in  1\m  inspect  between  deokfations  agaiiist  pecaniarj  and 
against  proprietary  interest:  Sussex  Peerage  Case,  11  CI.  k  F.  6a, 
113|  per  Lord  Campbell.  [Blaoksubn,  J.*^How  do  you  kno\r  that 
this  aeclaration  was  not  made  by  the  deceased  with  the  view  of 
decreasina  his  rent  7  It  is  not  necessarily  against  his  interest,  for  the 
rent  might  have  been  SOL  instead  of  20/.]  Fraud  is  never  presumed  : 
*7881  *^^^  which,  the  effbct  of  the  aeclaration  is  to  cnarge  him 
-'  with  the  payment  of  202.  a  year.  Moreover,  the  statement 
of  the  amount  of  rent  is  not  a  collateral  iaot ;  and,  even  if  it  were,  it 
is  admissible  on  tbe  principle  that  it  is  part  of  a  declaration  which  is 
admissible :  Eigham  v.  Biagwaqr,  10  East  109. 

CocKBUKK,  C.  J. — ^I  am  of  opmion  that  this  evidence  ought  to  have 
been  received.  It  is  well  estabiished  that  a  declaration  made  by  a 
person  in  occupation  of  real  estate  that  he  holds  as  tenant,  is  admissi- 
ble after  his  decease  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  law,  arising  from 
the  fact  of  occupation,  that  he  was  owner  in  fee  simple.  The  ques- 
tion here  is,  whether,  if  a  person,  at  the  time  he  admits  that  he  is  not 
the  owner  in  fee,  but  is  only  tenant  of  the  property,  states  also  the 
amount  of  rent  which  he  pays  for  it,  that  declaration  is  admissible, 
not  merely  to  show  that  his  occupation  is  an  occupation  as  t^iant,  as 
distinguished  from  that  as  owner,  but  to  show  wnat^  in  fact  was  the 
amount  of  rent  which  he  paid  as  tenant. 

Now,  it  has  been  held,  over  and  over  again,  in  the  analogous  case 
of  declarations  against  pecuniary  interest,  that  the  declaration  of  the 
deceased  person  may  be  received  not  only  to  prove  so  much  contained 
in  it  as  is  adverse  to  his  pecuniary  interest,  but  to  prove  collateral 
fitcts  stated  in  it ;  at  all  events,  so  far  as  relates  to  fiicts  which  are  not 
foreign  to  the  declaration,  and  may  be  taken  to  have  formed  a  sub- 
stantial part  of  it.  That  being  setUed,  I  cannot  see  in  principle  any 
reason  why  the  same  effect  should  not  be  given  to  declarations  against 
proprietary  as  to  declarations  against  pecuniary  interest.  It  is  true 
i^nagi  that  in  this  case  the  declaration  was  *oraI,  and  it  has  been 
^  pressed  upon  us  that  a  declaration  of  that  kind  does  not  stand 
on  the  same  footmg  as  an  entry  made  in  the  course  of  business,  which 
was  the  evidence  in  Higham  v,  Bidgway,  10  £a0t  109.  And  I  ^uite 
admit  that,  as  regards  the  effect  of  the  evidenoe,  there  is  a  great  difler- 
ence  between  them;  but  that  goes  rather  to  the  weight,  than  the 
admissibility,  of  the  evidence.  I  am  diq>oeed  to  hold  that  there  is 
no  distinction  in  principle  between  written  and  oral  declarations  if 
the  other  element  of  admissibility  is  present,  i.  e>,  that  the  declaration 
was  against  pecuniary  or  proprietary  interest ;  and  either  is  admissiUe 
to  prove  what  are,  not  very  properly,  called  collateral  &cta.  If,  ia 
Higham  v.  Ridgway,  instead  of  an  entry,  a  verbal  statement  of  the 
same  fact  bad  been  ofEdred  in  evidence^  the  same  consequence  would 
have  followed. 

The  immediate  point  under  consideration  has  never  come  before 
any  of  the  Courts.  Roe  d.  Brune  v.  Bandings,  7  Bast  279,  is  not 
exactly  this  case.  There,  the  written  statement  of  a  tenant  for  life, 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  ancient  rent  reserved,  was  offered  in  evidence; 
and  the  cases  are,  therefore,  so  far  alike  as  being  questions  of  the 
amount  of  rent  But  the  distinction  between  them  is,  that  there  what 
was  offered  in  evidence  against  a  lessee  of  land  was  an  entry  in  the 


1  BEST  ft  SBfTTH.    Q.  b.  769 

muniments  of  a  settled  estate  of  the  amount  of  tliat  rent  A  tenant 
for  life  had  a  power  of  leasing  at  a  certain  amount  of  reserved  rent, 
and  be  entered  that  amount  in  a  paper ;  and  Lord  EUenborough  said 
the  entrj  was  against  his  interest,  because  it  was  his  interest  to  lower 
the  amount.  But  the  case  of  Peaceable  d.  Uncle  v.  Watson,  4  Taunt. 
16,  is  much  more  like  the  present,  *and  I  think  the  principle  ri^frfrr^ 
of  it  is  applicable  here.  There  the  question  was  asked  of  a  ^ 
witness  whether  the  tenant  of  certain  premises  had  not  stated,  not 
onlj  that  he  did  not  occupj  them  as  owner,  but  under  whom  hd 
occupied ;  and  in  an  action  to  recover  the  premises,  brought  between 
strangers,  the  declaration  of  the  tenant  was  held  admissible  to  estab- 
lish both  those  facts.  According  to  the  argument  of  the  respondents' 
counsel,  all  that  was  admissible  was  the  fact  of  his  being  a  tenant ; 
but  that,  when  he  went  on  and  said,  "As  tenant  to  A.  B.,"  he  stated 
more  than  was  admissible.  That  circumstance  is  just  as  much  a  col- 
lateral fact  as  the  amount  of  rent  in  this  case. 

So  far,  therefore,  as  authority  goes,  it  is  in  favour  of  the  appellants. 
But,  independently  of  that,  I  should  be  prepared  to  say,  that  as  soon 
as  it  is  established,  which  it  now  is,  on  the  authority  of  Higham  v. 
Bidgway,  and  the  other  cases,  that  you  may  receive  the  declaration 
of  a  deceased  person,  as  showing,  not  only  something  adverse  to  his 
interest,  but  all  incidental  facts  contained  in  that  declaration,  so  far 
as  they  are  not  foreign  to  it,  it  follows  as  a  consequence  that  those 
collateral  facts  may  be  proved  by  the  declaration ;  and  that  principle 
applies  to  the  case  before  us. 

jBlackburn,  J.  (the  only  other  Judge  present). — I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  It  is  now  settled  that  a  statement  against  interest  by  a 
deceased  person  is,  with  certain  limitations,  admissible  evidence  in 
proceedings  between  strangers.  There  are  numerous  cases  which 
show  that  where  a  person  is  in  possession  of  real  property,  which 
possession  is  primfi  facie  evidence  of  a  tenancv  in  fee,  any  statement 
*that  he  makes  to  cut  down  that  interest  is  admissible  in  evi-  r^nni 
dence  after  his  decease,  as  being  a  statement  against  his  '- 
interest.  In  almost  all  the  cases  the  question  has  arisen,  not  as  to 
the  amount  of  rent,  but  whether  the  party  was  entitled  to  property. 
And  the  reason  why  such  evidence  is  admissible  is  stated  in  distinct 
terms  in  The  Baron  Bode's  Case,  8  Q.  B.  208,  244  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol. 
65);  where  a  declaration  of  the  deceased  father  of  the  claimant,  who 
had  been  in  possession  of  the  property,  that  he  only  occupied  and 
managed  it  for  his  son,  was  held  by  this  Court,  on  a  trial  at  bar, 
admissible,  as  being  against  the  interest  of  the  person  making  it. 
Then  is  such  a  statement  admissible  to  the  same  extent  and  for  the 
same  purposes  as  where  the  effect  of  the  statement  is  to  charge  the 
person  with  the  receipt  of  money  ?  I  neither  find  any  such  distinc- 
tion taken  between  them  in  any  of  the  cases,  nor  can  I,  in  principle, 
see  any.  The  probability  that  a  man  would  speak  truth  (which  is 
the  reason  assigned  for  admitting  the  evidence)  is  equally  great 
whether  the  tendency  of  the  declaration  is  to  establish  liability  for 
money  or  to  deprive  a  man  of  real  estate. 

Then  comes  the  other  part  of  the  question.  This  declaration  being 
against  the  interest  of  the  person  as  showing  that  he  was  not  tenant 
in  fee,  is  that  part  of  it  where  he  says,  ''  I  am  tenant  at  a  rent  of  202. 
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a  year/'  not  admissible  also?  The  Court  could  not  admit  one  part 
without  hearing  the  whole :  and  it  cannot  be  disputed,  on  numeroas 
authorities  from  Higham  v.  Bidgway,  10  East  109,  downwards,  tha^ 
if  a  person,  in  his  declaration,  admits  the  receipt  of  a  sum  of  moDey, 
and  a  statement  of  something  else  is  connected  with  that  adniiasion, 
the  whole  of  the  statement  becomes  evidence. 

^7721  *I^tly,  is  there  any  distinction  in  this  respect  between  a 
■I  written  entry  and  an  entry  proved  by  parol  ?  I  can  see  a  great 
difference  between  them  in  weight ;  for  a  parol  statement  has,  in  many 
cases,  no  weight  at  all.  But  when  the  fact  of  a  parol  statement 
having  been  made  is  satisfactorily  proved,  I  cannot  see  any  distinc- 
tion, as  regards  admissibility,  between  it  and  a  written  one,  and  no 
such  distinction  is  taken  in  tne  cases.  In  the  present  instance,  if  the 
parol  declaration  were  admissible  at  all,  it  was  satisfactory  evidence. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed* 
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OGDEN  t;.  GRAHAM  and  Another.    iVot?.  27. 

Charter-party, — Esqntaian  "  safe  port,'* 

Tb<  defbDduitf  ohartaiwd  a  ship  to  proeeod  from  Bngland  to  a  lafo  port  in  Cbiliy  with  latTt 
to  eill  at  Yalparaif o.  On  her  arrlTil  at  Valparaiso,  the  ohartaren'  agent  named  the  port  of 
CarriMd  Bi^o  *•  ^^  P^^  o'  diieharge,  and  directed  the  maater  to  proeeed  thither.  At  the 
time  Cerrisal  Bi^o  wai  named  as  the  port  of  discharge,  that  port  was  dosed  hj  order  of  the 
Cbiliia  goremment,  and  the  ship  conld  not  proeeed  thither  without  eonHseation.  The  ship 
vu  eonseqaently  detained  for  some  time  at  Valpan^o,  and,  on  the  port  being  opened,  sailed 
for  Carrisal  Bi^o  and  there  discharged  her  cargo.  Held,  that  the  charterers  were  liable  in 
damsfM  to  the  shipowner  for  the  detention  of  the  ship  at  Valparaiso,  as  they  had  not  named 
a  "9n/t  port"  within  the  meaning  of  the  charter-party. 

This  was  a  special  case,  stated  without  pleadings. 

The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  barqae  Respigadera.  The  defend* 
ants  carry  on  business  as  merchants  at  Liverpool,  under  the  name  of 
Graham,  Kelly  k  Co.  On  the  25th  October,  1860,  they  entered  into 
a  charter-party  as  follows : — "  Liverpool,  25th  October,  1858.  It  is 
this  day  mutually  agreed  between  W.  H.  Ogden,  owner  of  the  ship 
Bespigadera,  and  Graham,  Kelly  k  Co.,  of  Liverpool,  merchants  and 
freighters,  that  the  ship  being  tight,  staunch,  and  strong,  and  every 
*way  fitted  for  the  voyage,  snail,  with  all  convenient  speed,  nwA 
sail  and  proceed  to  Swansea,  or  so  near  thereto  as  she  may  ^ 
safely  get,  and  there  receive  from  the  fieu)tors  or  agents  of  the  said 
merc'hants  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  iron  and  coal  or  other  lawful 
merchandise,  and  being  so  loaded  shall  therewith  proceed  (wind  and 
weather  permitting)  to  a  safe  port  in  Chili  (with  leave  to  call  at  Yal- 
paraiso),  or  so  near  thereunto  as  she  may  safely  get,  and  deliver 
the  same,  on  being  paid  freight,  at  the  rate  of  40^.  per  ton  of  20  cwt. 
Cargo  to  be  taken  from  alongside  the  ship  at  consignees'  risk  and 
expense.  (The  act  of  God,  or  the  Queen's  enemies,  restraints  of 
pnnces  and  rulers,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  dangers  and  accidents 
of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation  of  whatever  nature  and  kind  so- 
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ever  during  tbe  said  voyage,  excepted.)  Payment  to  be  made  as  fol- 
lows :  One-tbird  by  tbe  cbarterers'  acceptance  at  tbree  montbs  from 
tbe  date  of  sailing,  or  in  casb  equal  tbereto,  at  cbarterers'  option.  The 
oalance  in  casb  on  tbe  true  delivery  of  tbe  cargo.  Twenty  working 
days  are  to  be  allowed  tbe  said  mercbant  (if  the  ship  be  not  sooner 
despatched)  for  loading  the  said  ship  at  Swansea,  and  twenty-five 
working  days  for  discbargiug,  to  commence  from  notice  being  given 
of  tbe  vessel  being  ready  to  deliver,  and  ten  days  on  demurrage  over 
and  above  tbe  said  laying  days,  at  72.  per  day.  Tbe  vessel  to  be  con- 
signed to  Messrs.  Graham,  Bowe  k  Co.,  Valparaiso,  inwards  and  out- 
wards, and  their  agents  at  port  of  discharge. 

(Signed)    '*  W.  H.  Oqdkn, 

"  Graham,  Kelly  &  Co. 

"  Master  to  sign  bills  of  lading  without  prejudice  to  tbis  charter. 

'  W.  H.  O. 
"G-,K.  &CJO.'' 
*7751       *^^  vessel  went  to  Swansea,  and  there  loaded  a  cargo  of 
^  iron  and  coal.    At  Swansea  tbe  master  signed  bills  of  lading 
made  out  by  tbe  defendaota,  of  which  tbe  following  is  a  copy. 

**  Sbippea  in  good  order  and  condition  by  Graham,  Kelly  &  Co.,  of 
Liverpool  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  Bespigadera, 
wbereof  T.  H.  Fearon  is  master  for  the  present  voyage,  and  now  lying 
in  the  port  of  Swansea,  and  bound  for  Valparaiao,  for  orders,  twenty 
thousand  iron  bars,  being  marked  and  numbered  as  per  margin,  and 
to  be  delivered  in  like  good  order  and  condition  at  the  aforesaid  port 
of  discharge  in  Chili  (all  and  every  the  dangere  and  accidents  of  the 

seas  and  navigation  of  whatsoever  nature  or  kind  exoepted)  unto 

or  order,  or  their  assigns.  Freight  for  the  said  goods  to  be  paid  as 
per  margin,  one-third  in  three  months^  and  the  balance  in  cash  on  the 
true  delivery  oi  the  gooda    Dated  thus  9th  day  of  December,  ISaSw 

'*Tho8.  H.  Fbaron.-' 

Tbere  was  a  bill  of  lading  in  precisely  similar  terms  for  coals. 

Tbe  vessel  proceeded  to  Yalparaiso  for  ord^n  by  direction  of  the 
ddendants.  Sbe  arrived  at  Valparaiso  en  die  2d  April,  1850,  and, 
on  the  4th  April,  T.  H.  Fearon,  the  master,  gave  Graham,  Bowe  k 
Co.,  the  agents  of  the  charterer^  the  following  notice : — "  The  barque 
Bespigadera  being  bound  to  this  place  for  ofders  fcM*  her  port  of  dia- 
ebarge,  and  you,  being  the  consignee^  are  bound  to  give  me  this  order 
(this  being  tbe  seat  of  business  of  the  country)  immediately,  forty-eight 
hours  of  my  arrival  having  expired.  I  beg  you  to  give  me  the  same, 
in  failure  of  which  I  now  inform  you  at  nooa  this  day  my  lay  dajrs 
*7761  ^^^^  commence  and  go  on  from  tUa  *date."  To  thia  eommu&i* 
^  cation  Gr^am,  Bowe  k  Co.  gave  an  answer  as  follows: — "In 
reply  to  your  communication,  we  have  to  request  you,  as  soon  as  Ike 
Custom-House  authorities  will  permit,  to  proceed  to  the  port  of  Oar 
risal  Bajo,  where  you  will  deliver  your  present  cargo,  oonsigmi^ 
yourself  to  Mr.  William  Walker,  of  BoUevar,  who  will  attrad  !• 
ahip^s  business.  We  enclose  a  letter  for  Mr.  Walker,  as  also  one  for 
Don  Guilleritto  Sutelan,  the  party  to  reeeive  the  co^  and  which  von 
will  please  deliver  on  arrival'*  To  this  letter  the  maaler  replied  :-*> 
"  In  reply  to  your  communioation  of  the  6th|  ordering  me  to  a  olond 
portt  I  b^  to  inform  you  thal^  bavii^  ordered  m  mpomhiMkf,  I 
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mQHfc  plaoe  tbe  vessel  at  laj  dnya  at  this  plaoe,  of  which  you  will  con* 
aider  this  a  Baffioient  notice,  and  that  lay  days  will  go  on  from  the  6th, 
the  day  of  your  order  to  proceed.'*  Subsequently  Graham,  Bowe  &  Co. 
wrote  to  the  master,  stating  that,  as  they  had  given  him  instructions^ 
on  his  arrival  at  Valparaiso^  to  proceed  to  Carrisal  Bajo,  they  did  not 
consider  themselves  responsible  for  the  detention,  which  was  caused 
by  circumstances  over  whidk  neither  they  nor  the  master  had  any 
control,  viz.,  by  the  refusal  by  the  authorities  of  the  country  to  allow 
him  to  proceed  by  granting  the  required  clearance. 

The  port  of  Carrisal  Bsyo  is  in  the  mining  district  of  Chili.  It  is 
one  of  the  minor  ports  in  Chili,  and  no  vessel  can  proceed  there^  even 
under  ordinary  circumstances,  without  calling  at  Valparaiso,  or  at 
some  other  of  the  major  ports  (of  which  there  ars  several  in  the  mining 
diatricts)  for  a  permit  or  license  to  discharge  her  cargo. 

At  the  time  the  charter-party  was  made  both  the  owner  and  the 
charterers  were  in  ignorance  of  the  fact  *of  any  port  in  Chili  r^^m 
being  closed  by  the  government  of  that  country ;  but  when  the  '- 
vessel  arrived  at  Valparaiso,  Graham,  Bowe  &  Co.  knew  that  the  port 
ci  Carrisal  Bajo,  as  well  as  all  othdr  ports  in  the  mining  districts,  both 
major  and  minor  ports,  bad  been  declared  closed  by  the  Chilian 
government ;  and  both  they  and  the  master  of  the  vessel  knew  that  all 
vessels  unloading  there  without  a  permit  would  be  liable  to  confisca- 
tion, and  neither  the  master  nor  Graham,  Bowe  k  Co.  had  any  know- 
ledge as  to  when  a  permit  would  be  given.  The  port  of  Carrisal  Bajo 
had  been  declared  closed  by  the  Chilian  government  itself,  because 
the  district  in  which  it  was  situated  was  in  a  state  of  rebellion;  but» 
except  for  this  rebellion  and  the  interdict  of  the  government,  it  waa, 
by  nature,  a  safe  port.  When  the  rebellion  was  suppressed  the 
government  removra  the  interdiety  and  gave  the  master  a  permit,  and 
be  went  and  discharged  his  cargo  at  Carrisal  Bajo.  The  vessel  lay  at 
Valparaiso  thirty-eight  days.  The  order  to  the  master  to  discharge 
the  cargo  at  Carrisal  Bajo  was  bonft  fide,  as  the  cargo  was  intended  by 
the  charterers  for  discharge  at  that  port.  Graham,  Bowe  &  Co.  also 
acted  as  consignees  of  the  ship  at  Valparaiso  in  terms  of  the  charter^ 
and  charged  the  owners  a  commiaeion  for  dmng  so.  The  permit  tar 
the  ship  was  procured  as  soon  as  it  was  possible,  according  to  the 
usual  custom  in  such  cases,  namely^  that  the  consignee  of  the  ship 
procures  it  as  agent  of  the  shipowner.  At  th^  time  the  vessel  arrived 
at  Valparaiso,  and  during  all  the  time  she  remained  there,  Valparaiso 
itself  and  other  safe  ports^  all,  however,  at  a  k>ng  distance  from  the 
district  in  rebellion,  were  open,  at  which  the  vessel  might  have  been 
discharged. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  *  Whether  pf  70 
the  plaintiff  can  maintain  any  action  against  the  defendants  on  "- 
aocount  of  the  detention  ol  tne  Be^Mgadora  at  Valparaiso,  under  the 
eircumstances  above  mentioned. 

If  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  he  could,  judgment  was  to  be 
entefed  for  the  plaintiff  for  an  amount  of  damages^  to  be  settled  by 
arbitration,  with  costs. 

If  the  Court  were  ot  opinaon  that  he  could  no%  judgment  was  to  be 
entered  for  the  defendants,  with  costs. 

jff?W,  for  the  plaintiiE-->Tbe  |K>iBt  to  be  argued  is,  whether  at  the 
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time  the  order  was  given  to  the  master  to  proceed  to  Carrisal  Bajo 
that  place  was  a  safe  port  within  the  meaning  of  the  charter-partj. 
The  case  states  that  at  that  time  the  master  could  not  take  his  ship 
into  Carrisal  Bajo  without  confiscation.  Was  he  then  bound  to  go 
there?  Clearly  not.  The  charterers  have  not  complied  with  the 
terms  of  the  charter-party  in  ordering  the  ship  to  a  closed  port.  Port, 
both  in  legal  and  mercantile  language,  means  a  place  into  which  the 
master  can  take  his  ship.  No  particular  meaning  can  be  attached  to 
the  word  '^safe."  The  word  port  implies  "safe  port."  The  maxim 
**  Expressio  eorum  qusd  tacite  insunt  nihil  operatur"  applies. 

The  Court  then  called  on 

Milioard,  for  the  defendants. — The  word  "safe"  in  the  charter-party 
means  a  port  safe  so  far  as  regards  the  incidents  of  navigation.  As 
soon,  therefore,  as  the  charterers  have  named  a  port  into  which  it  is 
physically  possible  for  the  master  to  take  the  ship  they  have  fulfilled 
their  part  of  the  contract.  It  was  the  duty  of  the  shipowner  to  obtain 
the  permit  from  the  Custom-House  authorities,  and  the  charterers  are 
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not  to  suffer  ^because  the  master  is  not  able  to  comply  with 
the  Custom-House  regulations  in  force  at  Valparaiso ;  Spenca 
V.  Chodwick,  10  Q.  B.  517  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  59) ;  such  come  within  the 
exception  in  the  charter-party  of  "  restraints  of  princes  and  rulers.** 

Mellish  was  not  heard  in  reply. 

WlGHTMAN,  J. — The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the  charterers 
have  done  all  they  were  bound  to  do  under  this  charter-party,  or 
whether  they  are  liable  to  pay  damages  that  have  arisen  in  conse- 
quence of  their  not  sending  the  vessel  to  a  safe  port  in  Chili  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  charter-party. 

The  charter-part^  states  tnat  the  ship  shall  forthwith  proceed  (wind 
and  weather  permitting)  to  a  safe  port  in  Chili  (with  leave  to  call  at 
Valparaiso),  or  so  near  thereunto  as  she  may  safely  get,  and  deliver 
the  cargo,  on  freight  being  paid  for  the  same.  Carrisal  Bajo  was  a 
port  in  Chili,  safe  so  far  as  the  ordinary  incidents  of  ports  are  con- 
cerned, but  a  port  into  which  the  master  could  not  take  the  ship  without 
confiscation,  unless  he  or  the  charterers  could  obtain  a  permit  from  the 
Government  for  the  time  being  for  her  to  enter.  Neither  the  master 
nor  the  charterers  were  able  to  obtain  such  an  order,  and  therefore 
the  vessel,  unless  she  ran  the  risk  of  confiscation,  could  not  enter  that 
port.  The  charterers  named  the  port  of  Carrisal  Bajo  as  the  port  to 
which  the  ship  was  to  be  taken.  Was  such  a  port  safe  within  the 
meaning  of  the  charter-party  ?  Did  it  come  within  the  terms  of  a 
safe  port  in  Chili  ?  I  do  not  know  what  force  can  be  given  to  the 
word  "  safe,"  when  added  to  the  word  "port."  As  Carrisal  Bajo  was 
*7801  ^  P^^  *into  which  the  vessel  could  not  enter  without  conjQsca- 
^  tion,  it  seems  to  me  clearly  not  within  the  terms  contemplated 
by  the  parties.  It  may  be  that  tne  charterers  were  perfectly  innocent 
on  this  occasion  as  regards  any  knowledge  of  the  aanger  that  might 
be  incurred  by  the  vessel^  but  at  the  same  time  here  is  a  contract  that 
she  is  to  go  into  a  safe  port  in  Chili,  which  the  charterers  shall  name. 
The  contention  on  behalf  of  the  charterers  is,  that  when  they  named 
that  port,  and  it  was  safe  in  the  sense  of  navigation,  they  had  done 
all  that  was  necessary,  and  that,  although  the  vessel  could  not  go  to 
Carrisal  Bajo  without  being  confiscated  the  moment  she  arrived  ^erCj 
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that  port  was  a  safe  port  within  the  meaning  of  the  charter-party.  I 
think  that  would  be  an  unreasonable  constraction,  and  the  charterers 
most  pay  the  damage  occasioned  by  the  breach  of  contract  in  not 
naming  a  safe  port,  to  which  they  have  made  themselves  liable  by  the 
specific  terms  of  the  contract. 

Blackburn,  J.  (the  only  other  judge  present).  I  am  of  the  same 
opinion.  By  the  charter-party  it  is  agreed  that  the  vessel  shall  sail 
for  a  safe  port  in  Chili,  with  leave  to  call  at  Valparaiso,  and  although 
it  is  not  in  terms  so  stated,  it  follows  by  necessary  implication  that 
the  charterers  are  to  name  a  safe  port  to  the  shipowner,  who  will  thei> 
be  able  to  earn  his  freight  by  proceeding  thither.  It  appears,  from 
the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  that  this  was  a  perfectly  honest  and  bonfi 
fide  transaction,  and  we  must  take  it  that  the  charterers  had  really 
sent  out  to  their  agent  at  Valparaiso  instructions  for  the  vessel  to  go 
to  this  particular  port  in  Chili,  and  to  deliver  the  cargo  there.  It 
however  so  *happened  that,  before  Carrisal  Bajo  was  named  r*iToi 
to  the  shipowner  or  the  master,  that  port  was  closed,  not  merely  '• 
by  the  Custom-House  regulations  as  put  by  Mr.  Milwardf  but  by  the 
Government  of  the  country.  At  that  time  there  was  a  rebellion  in 
some  of  the  provinces  of  Chili,  and  an  order  was  issued  by  the  Gov- 
ernment prohibiting,  under  pain  of  confiscation,  any  ship  from  enter- 
ing certain  ports,  of  which  Carrisal  Bajo  was  one,  without  a  license 
of  the  Oovemment,  and  the  Government  at  that  time  refused  to  grant 
any  such  license.  The  charterers  then  honestly  named  this  place  as 
the  one  into  which  the  shipowner  was  to  take  his  ship ;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  have  they  complied  with  the  stipulation  in  the  charter-party 
which  requires  them  to  name  a  safe  port  in  Chili  to  which  the  ship  is 
to  go  and  there  earn  her  freight  ?  Now,  in  the  absence  of  all  autho- 
rity, I  think  that,  on  the  construction  of  this  charter-party,  the  char- 
terers are  bound  to  name  a  port  which,  at  the  time  they  name  it,  is  in 
such  a  condition  that  the  master  can  safely  take  his  ship  into  it:  but, 
if  a  certain  port  be  in  such  a  state  that,  although  the  ship  can  readily 
enough,  so  far  as  natural  causes  are  concerned,  sail  into  it,  yet,  by 
reason  of  political  or  other  causes,  she  cannot  enter  it  without  being 
confiscated  by  the  Government  of  the  place,  that  is  not  a  safe  port 
within  the  meaning  of  the  charter-party.  If  the  charterers  had 
named  a  port,  and  subsequent  events  had  prevented  the  ship  from 
entering  it,  then  I  agree  with  Mr.  Milward  that  the  shipowner  might 
avail  himself  of  the  clause  of  exception,  as  to  the  restraints  of  princes 
and  rulers,  to  save  him  from  going  into  that  port»  but  it  would  not 
entitle  him  to  recover  his  freight.  As  it  appears  here  the  matter 
happened  before  the  charterers  named  the  port  They  were  to  name 
*a  port  which  was  to  be  safe  at  the  time  they  named  it.  They  r^^oo 
named  a  port  which  had  been  a  safe  port,  and  would  probably  ^ 
thereafter  become  a  safe  port;  but  if,  at  the  time  they  named  it,  it  was 
a  port  into  which  the  shipowner  could  not  take  his  ship  and  earn  his 
freight,  it  seems  to  me  that  they  have  not  complied  with  the  condi- 
tions in  the  charter-party  that  they  should  name  a  safe  port.  Th:^t 
being  so,  they  are  liable  for  damages  for  not  naming  a  safe  port  within 
1  reasonable  time,  and  the  measure  of  damages  will  be  regulated  by 
the  <letention  of  the  ship  at  Valparaiso  beyopd  that  time. 
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Suck  being  my  view  of  the  case,  I  agree  with  my  brother  Wight 
man  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff(a) 

(a)  Beported  by  H.  Holroyd,  Stq. 


BRAUNSTEIN  v.  The  ACCIDBNTAL  DEATH  Insurance  Com- 

pany.    Nov.  26. 

Foliey  o/imuranee, — BeaamuMe  eondiiion. — Condiiion  preoedenL 

1.  A  policy  of  iDranmee  wm  Milend  into  witb  a  OompMiy  against  bodily  injary  from  uy 
railway  aeeidont  diraotly  alTeetiDg  the  airared  while  trayelliog  on  any  line  of  railway  in  Great 
Britain  or  Ireland  by  a  paaeengen  train  propelled  by  steam-power.  One  of  the  eonditaons  is 
the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  Company,  whieh  by  the  terms  of  the  policy  was  ineorporated 
with  it»  provided  that,  before  payment  of  the  snm  insured  by  any  policy,  proof  satis&ctory  ts 
the  directors  of  the  Company  should  be  fhmished  by  the  claimant  of  the  death  or  aceideot, 
together  with  such  further  oTidenee  or  information,  if  any,  as  the  directors  should  think  neect- 
sary  to  establish  the  claim :  held,  that  this  must  be  understood  to  mean  such  erideace  or 
information  as  the  directors  might  reasonably,  and  not  such  as  they  might  nnreasonaUy  and 
capriciously,  require. 

2.  There  was  a  condition  endorsed  on  the  same  policy,  that,  in  ease  of  dilTerenee  of  episioB 
as  to  the  amount  of  compensation  payable  in  any  case,  the  question  should  be  referred  to  the 
arbitration  of  a  person  to  be  named  by  the  secretary  for  the  time  being  of  the  Master  of  the 
Kolls,  and  all  expenses  and  costs  should  be  subject  to  the  decision  of  such  arbitrator,  and  tbe 
award  made  on  such  arbitration  was  to  be  talcen  as  a  final  settlement  of  the  question,  mmi 
might  be  made  a  rule  of  Court :  held,  that  a  reference  to  arbitration  in  the  manner  pieseribcd 
was  rendered  a  condition  preoedent  to  bringing  an  action  for  an  injury  within  the  policy. 

*7831  ^^B  declaration  alleged  that  the  defendants  made  and 
-■  entered  into  a  certain  policy  or  contract  of  insurance  with  tbe 
plaintiff,  whereby,  after  reciting  that  the  plaintiff  had  delivered  into 
the  office  of  the  defendants  a  declaration  in  writing,  signed  by  or  on 
behalf  of  him,  the  plaintiff,  and  had  agreed  that  such  declaration 
should  be  the  basis  and  condition  of  the  contract  for  the  insurance  by 
the  said  policy  intended  to  be  made,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  paid  to 
tthe  defendants  the  sum  of  22.  29.,  as  the  premium  for  the  said  insur- 
;ance :  It  was  witnessed  and  declared  by  the  defendants  that,  if 
the  plaintiff  should,  while  travelling  on  any  line  of  railway  in  Great 
Britain  or  Ireland,  by  a  passengers  train  propelled  by  steam-power, 
receive  or  suffer  any  bodily  injury  from  any  railway  accident  directly 
affecting  himself,  then  subject  as  therein  or  in  the  endorsement  thereon 
was  mentioned  or  referred  to,  the  subscribed  capital  and  other  funds 
and  property  of  the  said  Company  should  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  Company  and  subject  as  aforesaid,  be 
liable  to  make  or  pay  to  the  plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns  at  such  time  or  times  as  after  mentioned,  the  following  paj- 
ment  or  compensation;  that  is  to  say,  in  case  such  accident  should 
cause  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  within  three  calendar  months  after  tbe 
occurrence  thereof  the  full  sum  of  1000?.,  such  sum  to  be  payable  to 
the  personal  representatives  or  assigns  of  the  plaintiff  within  one 
calendar  month  after  proof,  satisfactory  to  the  directors,  should  ha?e 
been  furnished  of  the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  in  manner  entitling  them 
to  receive  the  said  sum  under  or  by  virtue  of  that  policy ;  and  in  case 
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sacli  accident  ^shoald  not  cavse  the  immediate  death  of  the  r^oi 
plaintiff,  but  should  cause  any  bodily  injury  to  the  plaintiff  of  ^ 
a  Berious  nature,  such  sum,  by  way  of  compensation,  as  should  appear 
just  and  reasonable,  and  in  proportion  to  the  injury  received,  such 
sum  to  be  ascertained,  in  case  of  difference  or  dispute,  in  manner  pro- 
vided by  the  stipulations  and  conditions  endorsed  thereon.  Provided 
also,  that  the  policy  was  effected  upon  the  express  condition,  that  if 
any  statement  or  allegation  contained  in  the  aforesaid  declaration 
should  be  untrue,  or  if  in  any  claim  for  payment  of  money  to  be  there- 
after brought  by  virtue  of  that  policy,  or  in  the  statement  made  in 
support  of  such  claim,  or  in  the  information  given  to  the  said  Com- 
pany in  respect  thereof,  any  false  or  fraudulent  representation  should 
be  contained,  or  if  the  insurance  thereby  made  should  have  been 
obtained  through  any  misrepresentation,  concealment,  or  untrue  aver- 
ment whatsoever,  then  that  the  policy  should  be  void  and  all  moneys 
paid  in  respect  thereof  should  be  forfeited  to  the  Company.  Provided 
also,  and  it  was  thereby  expressly  agreed  and  declared,  that  no  claim 
should  be  payable  by  the  defendants  under  that  policy  in  the  case  of 
non-fatal  injury,  unless  the  same  should  begin  to  take  effect,  or  should 
be  experienced,  within  the  space  of  one  calendar  month  after  the 
happening  of  such  accident.  Provided  also,  that  in  the  event  of  any 
sum  of  money  being  paid  by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff,  under  or 
by  virtue  of  that  policy,  by  way  of  compensation  for  any  personal 
injury  sustained  by  him  (whether  the  same  should  result  in  loss  of 
life  or  not),  the  policy  should  be  treated  and  considered  as  a  valid  and 
subsisting  policy  to  the  extent  only  of  the  residue  or  balance  of  the 
sum  of  lOOOt  which  should  remain  after  deducting  *therefrom  rji^or 
the  amount  of  the  compensation  paid,  it  bein^  an  express  con-  ^  ^ 
dition  of  the  policy,  that  the  Company  shoula  not  under  any  circum- 
stances be  liable  to  pay  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  personal  representatives 
a  larger  amount  either  in  one  sum  or  in  the  aggregate  than  lOOOf. 
Provided  also,  that  notice  in  writing  of  any  claim  to  be  made  againait 
the  Company,  on  account  of  any  non-fatal  accident,  should  be  given 
to  the  Company  within  one  calendar  month  after  the  occurrence  thereof 
and  notice  of  the  death  of  the  plaintiff  by  any  such  accident  as  afore- 
raid  should  be  given  within  two  calendar  months  aft^er  such  death 
should  occur.  Provided  also,  that  the  policy  and  the  insurance  thereby 
made  should  be  subject  to  the  several  regulations  and  conditions 
printed  on  the  back  thereof,  so  far  as  they  might  be  respectively 
applicable,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  regulations  and  conditions 
were  repeated  and  incorporated  in  the  policy  with  reference  to  the 
plaintiff.  It  then  alleged  that  the  last-mentioned  regulations  and  con- 
ditions were  as  follows :  First.  The  subscribed  capital  and  other  funds 
and  property  of  the  Company  which,  for  the  time  being,  should  remain 
unapplied  and  undisposed  of,  and  not  applicable  to  prior  claims  and 
demands  in  pursuance  of  the  trusts,  powers,  and  authorities  of  the 
deed  of  settlement,  should  alone  be  liable  to  make  good  and  satisfy  all 
claims  and  demands  upon  the  Company  in  respect  of  the  policy ;  and 
no  director  signing  a  policy,  nor  any  other  director,  proprietor,  or 
member  of  the  Company,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  should 
be  in  anywise  individually  subject  or  liable  to  any  such  claim  or 
deQwai4y  or  to  any  process  or  execution  in  respect  thereof,  but  should 
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♦Tftftl  ^®  ^^^  remain  liable  *to  pay  to  the  Company  so  much  of  the 
J  share  or  shares  held  by  him,  her,  or  them  in  the  capital  as 
should  not  haye  been  paid  ap ;  and  that  no  other  person  should,  on 
any  account  whatsoever,  be  in  anywise  subject  or  liable  to  any  claim 
or  demand  in  respect  of  any  policy  of  insurance  to  be  issued  or  granted 
by  the  Company.  Secondly.  In  case  of  diflFerence  of  opinion  as  to  the 
amount  of  compensation  payable  in  any  case,  the  question  should  be 
referred  to  the  arbitration  of  a  person  to  be  named  by  the  secretary 
for  the  time  being  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  and  all  expenses  an^ 
costs  should  be  subject  to  the  decision  of  such  arbitrator,  and  the 
award  made  on  such  arbitration  was  to  be  taken  as  a  final  settlement 
of  the  question,  and  might  be  made  a  rule  of  Court.  Thirdly.  All 
pi^emiums  and  other  moneys  which  should  have  been  paid  to  the  Com- 
pany  in  respect  of  any  policy  which  might  haye  become  void,  should, 
subject  to  the  preceding  regulations  and  conditions,  be  forfeited  to  the 
Company,  and  all  claims  upon  the  Company  in  respect  of  such  policy 
should  cease  and  be  absolutely  void.  Fourthly.  In  all  cases  where 
any  policy  should,  either  originally  or  at  any  time  after  its  commence- 
ment, be  or  become  subject  to  any  mortgage  or  mortgages,  trust  or 
trusts  whatsoever,  the  receipt  of  the  mortgagee  or  mortgagees,  trustee 
or  trustees,  for  the  time  being,  for  the  money  which  might  become 
payable  in  respect  of  such  policy  should,  notwithstanding  any  equitable 
claim  or  demand  whatsoever  of  the  person  or  persons  beneficially 
entitled  to  the  policy,  be  an  effectual  discharge  to  the  Company  and 
all  proprietors  and  members  thereof.  Fifthly.  Before  payment  of  the 
♦7871  ^^^  insured  by  any  policy,  proof  satisfactory  to  the  directors 
J  *should  be  furnished  of  the  death  or  deaths,  injury  or  injuries, 
accident  or  accidents,  or  other  event  or  events  on  which  such  sum 
should  become  payable,  and,  if  required  by  the  directors,  a  medical 
or  other  agent  of  the  Company  was  to  be  admitted  to  see  the  person 
killed  or  injured,  and  to  examine  the  wound  or  injury  received  by 
him,  when  and  as  often  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  directors,  it  might  be 
necessary.  Sixthly.  Every  policy  granted  by  the  Company  was 
granted  upon  the  terms  and  conditions  in  the  deed  of  settlement  upon 
which  the  Company  was  formed,  the  provisions  of  which  should  have 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  inserted  in  the  policy.  Seventhly. 
That  if  at  any  time  it  should  be  determined  by  the  Company,  in  the 
manner  specified  in  the  deed  of  settlement,  that  the  Company  should 
be  dissolved,  a  dissolution  thereof  should  thereupon  take  place,  in  the 
manner  and  subject  to  the  conditions  contained  in  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment, and  thereupon  the  insurance  effected  by  the  within  written 
policy  should  cease  and  determine,  but  the  insurer  should  be  entitled 
to  receive  back,  from  the  funds  of  the  Company  then  remaining  un- 
applied and  undisposed  of,  the  amount  of  tne  premium  within  men- 
tioned, provided  the  same  should  be  claimed  within  six  calendar 
months  after  notice  of  such  dissolution  should  have  been  given  in  the 
London  Gazette  and  in  two  London  newspapers.  Averment,  that  the 
declaration  referred  to  in  the  policy  was  in  all  respects  true,  and  that 
the  terms  and  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  so  far  as  the  same 
were  applicable  to  policies  of  the  Company,  were  in  all  respects  the 
same  as  and  no  other  than  the  terms  and  provisions  of  the  policy 
thereinbefore  set  forth:  that  the  policy  remained  imd  continued  in 
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force  up  to  and  until,  and  upon  and  after,  the  21st  August,  A.  D.  1859, 
and  *tbat,  whilst  the  policy  was  in  full  force  as  aforesaid,  the  r^^oo 

Iilaintiff,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  while  travel-  ^ 
ing  on  a  line  of  railway  in  Great  Britain  by  a  passenger  train,  pro- 
pelled by  steam-power,  received  and  suffered  bodily  injury  of  a  serious 
nature  fi*om  a  railway  accident  directly  affecting  himself  within  the 
meaning  of  the  policy,  which  accident  greatly  injured  the  plaintiff's 
health  and  constitution,  and  he  thereby  became  sick,  sore,  lame,  and 
disordered,  and  so  remained  and  continued  for  a  long  space  of  time, 
during  all  which  time  the  plaintiff  was  hindered  and  prevented  from 
attending  to  his  a&irs  and  business. 

The  declaration  concluded  by  averring  performance  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  breach  by  the  defendants. 

Fourth  plea.  That  by  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  C!ompany 
mentioned  in  the  said  conditions  printed  on  the  back  of  the  said 
policy,  it  was  declared  and  provided  that,  before  payment  of  the  sum 
insured  by  any  policy,  proof  satisfactory  to  the  directors  of  the  said 
Company  should  be  furnished  by  the  claimant  of  the  death  or  acci- 
dent together  with  such  further  evidence  or  information,  if  any.  as 
the  said  directors  should  think  necessary  to  establish  the  claim.  And 
the  defendants  say  that,  after  the  plaintiff  had  sustained  the  said 
injury  by  the  said  accident,  and  had  made  his  claim  in  writing  under 
the  said  policy  upon  the  said  Company  for  compensation  in  respect 
thereof,  tne  directors  of  the  said  Company  thought  it  necessary  that 
the  plaintiff  should  furnish  to  the  said  Company  certain  evidence  or 
information  to  establish  the  said  claim,  of  which  the  plaintiff,  in  a 
reasonable  time  after  making  the  said  claim  and  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  had  notice,  and  was  then  required  by  the  said 
directors  to  furnish  the  *8aid  evidence  or  information  to  them ;  r*>7oq 
which  the  plaintiff  wholly  neglected  and  refused  to  do,  although  '- 
he  could  and  might  have  obtained  and  furnished  the  same,  nor  did  he 
furnish  any  proof  satisfactory  to  the  said  directors  of  the  said  injury 
sustained  by  him. 

Fifth  plea.  That,  after  the  plaintiff*  had  sustained  the  said  injury 
and  had  made  his  claim  in  writing  under  the  said  policy  upon  the 
said  Company  for  compensation  in  respect  thereof,  and  before  this 
suit,  the  amount  or  sum  of  money  to  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled, 
by  way  of  compensation  for  the  said  injury,  became  and  was,  and  still 
is,  a  matter  in  dispute  and  difference  between  the  plaintiff"  and  the 
defendants,  and  although  the  defendants  then  were  and  ever  since 
have  been  willine  to  refer  the  same  to  arbitration  in  manner  men- 
tioned in  the  conditions  endorsed  on  the  back  of  the  said  policy,  yet 
the  amount  of  the  said  compensation  has  never  been  settled  or  ascer- 
tained by  arbitration  as  in  the  said  conditions  mentioned. 

To  the  fourth  plea  the  plaintiff  replied  that  the  said  evidence  or 
information  which  the  plaintiff  was  required  by  the  said  directors  to 
furnish  to  them,  was  not  evidence  or  information  which  the  said 
directors  ought  properly  or  reasonably  to  have  required  the  plaintiff 
to  furnish.  And  that  the  plaintiff  did,  duly  and  in  accordance  with 
the  said  policy  and  conditions,  furnish,  supply,  and  provide  the  de- 
fendants, the  said  directors,  and  all  other  persons,  with  all  due,  reason- 
able,  proper,  and  sufficient  evidence  and  information  to  establish  the 
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said  claim,  and  such  as  oaght  reasonably  to  have  satisfied  tbe  said 
directors  and  the  defendants.  And  that  the  said  directors  unreason- 
ably and  capriciously  refused  to  be  satisfied  with  the  said  eridenoe 
*7d01  ^^^  information  so  ^furnished,  applied,  and  provided  by  the 
-I  plaintiff  as  aforesaid ;  and  in  thinking  it  necessary  that  the 
plaintiff  should  ibmish,  and  in  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  furnish, 
the  said  evidence  or  information  in  the  said  fourth  plea  mentioned 
they  the  said  directors  acted  in  an  unreasonable  and  capricious 
manner. 

To  the  fifth  plea  the  plaintiff  demurred,  and  the  defenxiants  demur- 
red to  the  replication  to  the  fourth  plea. 

Joinders  in  demurrer. 

Horace  Lhyd,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^The  fourth  plea  is  bad.  The 
directors  are  not  empowered  by  the  policy  to  exact  from  the  assured 
any  evidence  they  please.  The  clause  requiring  evidence  satisfactory 
to  the  directors  to  be  produced  was  meant  as  an  instruction  to  the 
directors  for  their  guidance  between  them  and  their  shareholders. 
Besides,  every  clause  in  a  deed  should,  if  possible,  receive  a  reason- 
able construction,  and  such  as  shall  not  be  inconsistent  with  tbe 
general  intention  of  the  parties:  "Expressum  facit  cessare  taeitum." 
This  clause  must  therefore  be  understood  to  mean  such  evidence  as 
the  directors  may  reasonably  require.  In  Dallman  t;.  King,  4  Bing. 
N.  C.  105,  109  {E.  C.  L.  R  vol.  83).  Tindal,  C.  J.>  in  delivering  judg- 
ifnent,  says,  "  Admitting  this  clause  of  the  agreement  to  constitute  a 
Condition  precedent,  the  next  question  is,  whether  the  condition  has 
been  substantially  performed.  The  stipulation  consists  of  two  parts: 
first,  that  the  work  should  be  done  in  a  substantial  manner ;  secondly, 
that  it  should  be  done  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  lessor.  The  gist  of 
the  agreement  is,  that  the  work  should  be  done  m  a  substantial  man^ 
mer ;  the  approval  of  the  lessor  Was  added,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
yg^l  him  to  ascertain  *that  the  work  had  been  done.  It  never 
-'  could  have  been  intended  that  he  should  be  allowed  capri* 
ciously  to  withhold  his  approval;  that  would  have  been  a  condition 
which  would  go  to  the  destruction  of  the  thing  granted,  and  if  so, 
according  to  the  well-known  rule,  the  thing  granted  would  pass  dis- 
charged  of  the  condition."  Taking  for  granted,  however,  that  the 
plea  is  good  on  its  face,  the  replication  alleges,  which  is  admitted  by 
the  demurrer,  that  the  refusal  of  the  directors  to  receive  the  evidence 
offered  them  was  unreasonable  and  caprieious. 

Then,  as  to  the  fifth  plea,  the  words  used  in  this  case  do  not  oon^ 
fititute  the  reference  to  arbitration  a  condition  precedent  to  the  plain* 
tift'^s  right  to  recover.  It  is  true  that,  in  Scott  v.  Avery,  5  H.  L.  Ca. 
811,(a)  one  of  the  conditions  in  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  ship  wafl 
that  the  sum  to  be  paid  for  loss  or  damage  should,  in  the  first  instance, 
be  ascertained  and  settled  by  the  committee  of  the  association ;  and 
if  a  difference  should  arise  between  them  and  any  suffering  member 
'*  relative  to  the  settling  any  loss  or  damage,  or  to  a  claim  for  average, 
or  any  other  matter  relating  to  the  insurance,"  the  difference  was  to 
be  referred  to  arbitration  in  a  way  pointed  out :  ''  provided  always, 
that  no  member  who  refused  to  accept  the  amount  of  any  loss  as 
settled  by  the  committee,  &c.,  should  be  entitled  to  maintain  any 

(a)  Oo  error  from  the  Bxebaqsor  Ch«aber>  8  Bxoh.  487>  497.t 
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action  at  law,  or  suit  in  equity,  on  bis  pcdior,  until  the  auitters  in 
dispute  should  have  been  referred  to,  and  decided  bj,  arbitrators,  &c. ; 
and  then  only  for  such  sum  as  the  said  arbitrators  should  award :" 
and  the  obtaining  the  decision  of  such  arbitrators  was  declared  a  con* 
dition  precedent  to  the  maintaining  of  an  action ;  it  was  held  that 
these  conditions  were  lawful,  and  that  (even  should  the  difference 
relate  *to  other  matters  than  those  of  mere  amount)  till  an  r^trao 
award  was  made  no  action  was  maintainable.  But  the  words  ^ 
here  are  not  so  strong.  The  Company  undertake,  where  the  accident 
does  not  occasion  the  death  of  the  assured,  ''  to  pay  such  sum  by  way 
of  compensation  as  shall  appear  just  and  reasonable,  and  in  proper* 
tion  to  the  injurv  received ;  and  it  then  merely  provides,  "  such  sum 
to  be  ascertainea  in  case  of  dispute  or  difference  in  manner  provided 
by  the  stipulations  and  conditions  endorsed^"  i.  e.,  by  reference  to 
arbitration. 

«/!  Brown  (Iiaving  been  informed  by  the  Court  that  they  considered 
the  fiflh  plea  good). — In  construing  this  policy,  the  intention  of  the 
parties  is  the  thing  to  be  ascertained.  A  condition  precedent  does 
not  require  any  particular  words  for  its  creation :  Poraage  v.  Cole,  1 
Wms.  Saund.  819  1.  6th  ed.;  Poole  v.  Hill,  6  M.  &  W.  835.t  In 
Hotham  v.  The  East  India  Company,  1  T.  &.  638,  645,  Ashhurst,  J., 
in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  says,  "There  are  no  precise 
technical  words  required  in  a  deed  to  make  a  stipulation  a  condition 
precedent  or  subsequent ;  neither  doth  it  depend  on  the  circumstance, 
whether  the  clause  is  placed  prior  or  posterior  in  the  deed,  so  that  it 
operates  as  a  proviso  or  covenant.  For  the  same  words  have  been 
construed  to  operate  as  either — ^the  one  or  the  other,  according  to  the 
nature  of  the  transaction."  The  design  of  the  clause  on  which  the 
fourth  plea  is  founded  was  to  protect  the  Company  from  being  im- 
posed upon  by  false  representations  as  to  the  existence  or  extent  of 
accidents.  In  Worsley  v.  Wood,  in  error»  6  T.  B.  710,  which  was  an 
action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  against  fire,  in  the  proposals  of  an 
insurance  *  Company  which  were  to  be  considered  part  of  the  r«79Q 
policy,  it  was  stipulated  that  persons  insured  shoula  forthwith  ^ 
give  notice  of  the  loss,  deliver  in  an  account,  &a,  and  procure  a 
certificate  of  the  minister  and  churchwardens,  some  reputable  house* 
holders  of  the  parish,  importing  that  they  knew  the  character  and 
cireumstances  of  the  assured,  and  knew  or  believed  that  he  had  sus- 
tained the  loss  through  misfortune  and  without  fraud ;  and  it  was 
held  that  the  procuring  such  a  certificate  was  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  of  the  assured  to  recover*  [Wiohtman^  J. — ^That  case 
is  different.  There  the  reference  was  to  a  third  party.]  Brown  v. 
Overbury,  11  Exch.  716,t  was  an  action  against  the  treasurer  of  a 
steeple  chase  te  recover  the  amount  of  the  stakes,  which  the  plaintifT 
alleged  were  won  by  his  horse :  according  to  the  articles,  any  dispute 
as  to  the  race  was  to  be  decided  by  the  stewards:  a  dispute  having 
arisen,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  unless  he 
showed  that  he  either  had  obtained  or  was  unable  to  obtain  a  decision 
from  the  stewards.  In  arrangements  with  railway  Companies  it  is 
common  to  agree  that  all  matters  in  dispute  shall  be  determined  by 
the  certificate  of  an  engineer.  [Cromptoi^,  J.— There  the  engineer 
is  in  effect  the  servant  of  both  parties.]    The  objecl  of  the  replica^ 
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tion  is  to  take  from  the  directors  the  right  given  them  by  the  policy 
of  determining  the  existence  and  nature  of  a  supposed  accident,  and 
transfer  it  to  a  jury.  [Wightman,  J. — Suppose  the  directors  were 
to  require  the  claimant  to  furnish  evidence  as  to  the  state  of  the 
weather,  or  something  similar.]  That  would  not  be  germane  to  the 
subject-matter.  [CromptoK,  J. — ^It  never  could  have  been  intended 
*7941  ^  ^^^®  directors  the  right  to  act  capriciously.]     'The 

"*  directors  act  under  the  control  of  public  opinion,  for  it  is 
most  injurious  to  Companies  of  this  kind  to  bring  disputed  cases 
before  the  world.  Besides,  juries  may  be  capricious  as  well  as 
directors.  [Wightman,  J. — Perhaps  so.  But  we  cannot  assume 
that  they  will  be.  Blackburn,  J. — K  the  directors  are  to  settle  all 
questions  between  the  Company  and  parties  claiming  compensation, 
what  is  the  use  of  the  clause  providing  for  arbitration  ?]  That  clause 
is  only  applicable  when  the  question  is  one  of  disputed  amount 

Wightman,  J. — ^The  question  in  this  case  is,  what  effect  is  to  be 
given  to  a  clause  in  a  deed  of  settlement,  which  is  incorporated  by 
one  of  the  terms  of  the  policy  in  the  policy  itself,  "  that  before  payment 
of  the  sum  insured  by  any  policy,  proof  satisfactory  to  the  directors 
of  the  Company  should  be  furnished  by  the  claimant  of  the  death  or 
accident."  And  then  there  is  this  addition,  "together  with  such 
further  evidence  or  information,  if  any,  as  the  said  directors  shall 
think  necessary  to  establish  that  claim." 

Now  it  is  said  that,  by  virtue  of  this  clause,  the  directors  have  the 
power,  if  they  please,  wholly  to  withhold  payment  by  capriciously, 
as  asserted  in  the  replication,  and  without  any  reasonable  ground 
whatsoever,  requiring  further  evidence  perfectly  immaterial  to  the 
matter  in  dispute.  The  question  is  whether,  giving  a  reasonable 
eonstruction  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  when  the  clause  was  intro- 
duced by  reference  into  the  policy,  it  can  be  understood  that  the 
assured  aid  agree  that,  upon  any  ground  whatsoever,  capriciously  or 
otherwise,  which  the  directors,  who  are  the  parties  to  the  suit,  might 
*7951  ^^^^^  ^*  ^  urge,  their  decision  should  be  binding?  The  ^clause 
-'  must  receive  a  reasonable  construction,  and  the  parties  must 
be  taken  to  have  had  in  view  any  further  evidence  which  the  directors 
might  reasonably  require;  such  a  construction  would  fulfil  all  the 
terms  of  that  clause. 

We  have  been  referred  to  cases  in  which  parties  have  agreed  to  refer 
the  matter  in  dispute  to  the  certificate  of  an  arbitrator,  that  is  to  say, 
that  no  payment  should  be  enforced  by  one  against  the  other  until  a 
certificate  was  given  that  the  work  which  was  the  subject-matter  of 
the  proceeding  had  been  completed ;  but  in  such  a  case  the  reference 
is  to  a  third  person,  and  not  as  here  to  one  of  the  parties ;  and  the 
effect  of  the  clause,  if  it  had  the  extensive  construction  contended  for 
by  Mr.  Browne  would  be  that  the  directors  might  always  refuse  to  pay, 
however  improper  or  unreasonable  such  refusal  might  be,  if  they 
thought  it  inconvenient  for  the  Society  to  do  so.  It  seems  to  me  that 
a  reasonable  construction  must  be  given  to  this  clause ;  and  I  cannot 
but  think  that  there  is  a  good  deal  of  weight  in  the  observation  that 
it  is  rather  a  clause  directory  as  between  the  shareholders  and  directors 
of  the  Company,  that  the  latter  shall  take  care  that  sufficient'  evidence 
be  brought  before  them,  than  a  clause  amounting  to  a  condition  pre- 
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cedent  to  the  right  of  the  assoied  to  recover  that  the  assured  must 
adduce  such  eviaence  as  the  directors  might  require,  though  without 
any  reasonable  ground,  and  which  the  assured  might  be  wholly  unable 
to  produce.  I  cannot  put  such  a  construction  upon  the  deed  as  that. 
It  only  requires  the  introduction  of  the  word  "  reasonable,"  and  that 
I  say  must  be  implied,  to  remove  the  difficulty.  The  replication  raises 
the  point  that  the  directors  have  required  something  which  is  unrea- 
sonable, and  that  they  '''have  acted  capriciously,  and  have  acted  r^i^og 
therefore  in  a  manner  which  disentitles  them  to  set  up  such  an  ^ 
answer  as  that  which  they  have  done.  It  is  admitted  that  the*  assured 
might  be  required  to  produce  a  reasonable  amount  of  evidence :  but 
it  is  contended  that  the  directors  have  no  right  to  refuse,  as  the  de- 
fendants admit  by  their  demurrer  that  they  have  done,  from  capricious 
or  unreasonable  motives,  to  be  satisfied  with  such  evidence.  It  seems 
to  me  that  that  is  an  answer ;  that,  by  pointing  out  that  they  unrea- 
sonably and  capriciously  required  evidence  which  was  not  necessary 
to  satisfy  them  on  any  reasonable  view  of  the  case,  it  is  shown  that 
they  acted  in  contravention  of  what  appears  to  me  the  proper  and 
reasonable  construction  to  be  given  to  this  clause.  I  therefore  think 
that  the  fourth  plea  is  bad,  and  the  replication  good.  If  it  be  neces- 
sary to  give  an  answer  to  the  plea,  it  is  answered  by  the  replication. 

With  respect  to  the  fifth  plea,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  reference 
clause,  as  to  the  amount  if  disputed,  is  made  a  condition  precedent  to 
bringing  an  action,  and  I  cannot  read  it  otherwise.  The  clause  in  the 
policy  is  that  they  "should  pay  such  sum  by  way  of  compensation  as 
should  appear  just  and  reasonable."  If  the  clause  had  stopped  there 
no  doubt  there  would  have  been  no  difficulty ;  but  it  goes  on  to  say 
"  and  in  proportion  to  the  injury  received  such  sum  to  be  ascertained 
in  case  of  difference  or  dispute  in  manner  provided  by  the  stipulations 
and  conditions  endorsed  thereon,"  which  is  by  reference  to  a  gentle- 
man who  is  to  be  named  in  a  specified  manner.  Now  there  is  clearly 
a  difference  and  a  dispute  in  the  present  case  to  which,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  the  reference  clause  applies,  and  makes  it  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  to  bring  an  action  that  the  sum  shall  first  be  ascertained 
in  the  manner  pointed  out. 

*0n  these  grounds  the  judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff  r«7g7 
in  respect  to  the  fourth  plea,  and  for  the  defendants  in  respect  ^ 
to  the  fifth  plea. 

Cbompton,  J. — The  real  question  in  all  cases  of  this  nature  is  that 
stated  by  Ashurst,  J.,  in  Hotham  v.  The  East  India  Company,  1  T. 
R  638,  645 — ^what  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  7  Now  I  cannot 
conceive  that  any  Company  would  put  before  a  person  desirous  of 
effecting  an  insurance  with  them  a  stipulation  that,  in  order  to  establish 
the  occurrence  of  an  accident  insured  against,  their  own  directors 
might  require  any  evidence^  however  chimerical,  capricious,  and  unjust 
the  asking  for  it  might  be.  The  putting  such  a  construction  on  a 
stipulation  like  this  is  opposed  to  the  general  rule,  that  when  it  is 
agreed  that  an  act  is  to  be  done  to  the  satisfaction  of  a  party  it  must 
be  understood  to  mean  reaaonably  to  his  satisfaction.  The  cases  where 
it  is  agreed  between  two  parties  that  a  disputed  matter  shall  be  deter- 
mined by  the  certificate  of  a  third  person  differ  from  the  present,  for 
there  the  act  is  to  be  done  by  a  third  person,  whereas  here  it  is  to  be 
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done  bj  one  of  the  parties.  The  language  of  Tindal,  G.  J.,  im  Ball- 
man  v.  King,  4  Bing.  N.  C«  106  (E.  C.  L.  B.  voL  S3),  is  very  important 
where  he  says  that  stipulatioos  in  a  conibract  going  to  the  destruction 
of  the  contract  are  inoperative. 

I  do  not  however  say  that  this  fonrth  plea  may  not  be  good,  but 
then  comes  the  replication,  that,  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  con- 
ferred on  them,  the  directors  acted  in  an  unreasonable  and  capricious 
manner.  Perhaps  the  question  could  have  been  raised  under  a  general 
traverse  of  the  plea,  and  the  jury  might  say  that  this  stipulation, 
*7d81  ^^^®^^<^  ^^  ^^^  above  sense,  is  so  unreasonable  that  ^'no  one 
-I  could  suppose  it  was  ever  intended  to  be  so  understood.  I 
think,  however,  toat  the  sounder  construction  of  the  document  is  to 
hold  that  what  is  stated  in  the  replication  to  have  been  done  by  the 
defendants,  never  could  have  been  intended ;  and,  consequently,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrer  to  the  replication. 

Then  as  to  the  fifth  plea.  I  think  this  case  comes  within  the  prin- 
ciple of  Scott  V.  Avery,  5  H.  L.  Ca.  811.(a)  In  that  case  some  of  the 
Judges  thought,  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held,  that  parties  must 
not  be  permitted  by  their  agreement  to  withdraw  cases  from  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Courts  of  justice.  Bat  I  think  we  may  construe  the 
having  the  amount  determined  by  a  third  party  as  part  of  the  cause 
of  action ;  and  a  great  Judge,  Mr.  jcetice  Maule,  was  of  this  opinion.(&) 
It  is  said,  that  the  words  of  the  contract  in  Scott  v.  Avery  are  stronger 
than  those  before  us ;  and  they  are  so  in  some  respects.  Here  is  a 
contract  that  in  an  event  specified  the  Company  will  '*  pay  such  sum 
by  way  of  compensation  as  should  appear  just  and  reasonable,  and  in 
proportion  to  the  injury  received,  such  sum  to  be  ascertained,  in  case 
of  aifference  or  dispute,  in  manner  provided  by  the  stipulations  and 
conditions  endorsed  thereon."  It  is  said  we  must  construe  this  as  two 
sentences,  and  stop  at  the  words  **  injury  received."  But  "  such  sum" 
must  have  a  word  to  govern  it,  and  it  evidently  means  such  sum  aa 
shall  be  ascertained. 

Blackurn,  J. — ^I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court. 
^7991  ^^  think  the  fourth  plea  is  bad ;  and^  if  it  even  were  good,  it 
^  is  answered  by  the  replication.  I  quite  admit  that  parties  may 
make  what  they  please  a  condition  precedent,  but  it  must  be  shown 
that  they  so  intended.  Here  the  stipulation  is  the  language  of  one 
party,  the  Company,  and  "verba  fortius  accipiuntur  contra  profe- 
rentem." No  doubt  they  might  have  stipulated  that  no  money  should 
be  payable  under  a  policy  unless  the  directors  obtained  any  evidence 
they  chose  to  ask  for,  bat  it  would  require  very  distinct  language,  and 
much  stronger  than  any  used  here,  to  snow  that  the  parties  so  intended. 
Here  also  is  an  express  provision  for  reference  to  arbitration,  which 
would  be  quite  idle  if  there  were  a  general  clause  oompelling  the  party 
injured  to  furnish  any  evidence  the  directors  should  require.  But  I 
think  the  plaintiff's  counsel  right  in  saying  that  that  stipulation  was 
only  introduced  with  reference  to  the  duty  of  the  directors  towards  the 
Gonipany,  i.  e.,  that  the  directors  were  not  to  settle  a  claim  against 
the  Company  until  they  had  got  proper  evidence.  That  is  right  in 
itself,  but  I  do  not  understand  the  sixth  condition  endorsed  on  tiie 

(a)  Oo  Mtor  from  tb«  Kxoheqii«r  Chftmber,  8  Bxeb.  487,  497.t 
(6)  Sm  8  Szob.  4W,  498,  499.t 
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policy  to  incorporate  as  part  of  the  bargain  snch  clanses  in  the  deed 
^  refer  to  the  duties  of  the  directors  and  shareholders  towards  each 
other. 

As  to  the  fifth  plea,  I  quite  agree  that  the  parties  have  used  suffi- 
cient words  to  make  the  reference  to  arbitration  a  condition  precedent. 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the  fourth  plea,  and  for  the  de- 
fendants on  the  fifth. 


In  the  earlier  decisions  it  was  laid  persons  to  propose  and  assent  to  agree- 
down  as  an  absolute  and  unqualified  ments  for  reference  of  possible  disputes 
rule  of  law,  that  a  mere  agreement  to  to  arbitration.  This,  when  the  parties 
refer  disputes  arising  out  of  a  particular  stand  on  equal  terms,  is  reasonable  in  it- 
contract  to  arbitration,  was  no  bar  to  self,  and  leaTes  it  still  open  to  the  courts 
an  action  ;  for  it  was  said  such  an  to  decide  whether  any  particular  case 
agreement  was  contrary  to  public  poU-  falls  within  the  agreement;  to  compel 
cy,  as  tending  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  or  dispense  with  a  reference  when  it  is 
of  the  court :  Allcnrre  v.  Maryland  Ins.  wrongfuUy  refused  or  eraded  by  one  of 
Co.,  6  Ilarr.  &  Johns.  408;  Randal  t^.  the  parties;  and  to  enforce  the  award 
Delaware  and  Chesapeake  Canal  Co.,  1  when  properly  made.  And  when  the 
Harrington  234;  Gray  v.  Wilson,  4  parties  do  not  stand  on  equal  terms,  the 
Watts  &  Serg.  89 ;  Stone  o.  Dennis,  3  aid  of  a  Court  of  Equity  can  always  be 
Porter  231;  Peters  v.  Craig,  6  Dana  had,  as  in  any  other  case  of  contract. 
307 ;  Tobey  v.  County  of  Bristol,  3  The  tendency  of  the  more  recent  deci- 
8toiy  800 ;  Haggart  v.  Morgan,  4  sions  is  therefore  to  give  effect  to  such 
8andf.  &.  C.  198 ;  Leonard  v.  House,  agreements,  under  the  qualifications 
15  Geo.  473 ;  DaTis  r.  Maxwell,  27  just  suggested ;  at  least  where  the  re- 
Id.  368 ;  Snodgrass  v.  Gayitt,  28  Penn.  ference  is  expressly  made  a  condition 
St.  221;  Smith  v,  Boston,  Concord,  precedent  to  the  right  to  sue.  See 
and  Montreal  Kailroad,  36  N.  H.  487;  Fenlon  v.  Monongahela  NaT.  Co.,  4 
Oray  v.  Hartford  Fire  Insurance  Co.,  1  Watts  k  Serg.  206 ;  Faunce  v,  Burke, 
Blateh.  G.  C.  280.  It  is  not  necessary  16  Penn.  St.  469;  Snodgrass  v.  Gavitt, 
to  attribute,  as  has  been  sometimes  28  Id.  221;  Lauman  v.  Young,  31  Id. 
done,  to  the  judges  by  whom  this  rule  309 ;  Smith  v.  Boston,  &c.,  Railroad^ 
▼as  first  established,  any  selfish  motive,  36  N.  H.  387 ;  Condon  v.  South  Side 
inch  as  a  love  <^  power,  or  a  fear  of  Railroad,  14  Gratt.  3-14 ;  Baltimore  & 
losing  the  emoluments  of  office.  The  Ohio  Railroad  v.  Polly,  Id.  460;  United 
rale  had  within  certain  limits  a  sound  States  v.  Robeson,  9  Peters  327;  Cobb 
Wis.  It  is  not  wise  or  right  in  gene-  v.  N.  £.  Mutual,  &c.,  Ins.  Co.,  6  Gray 
ral  to  sanction  contracts  by  which  men  204 ;  McCahan  v.  Reany,  33  Penn« 
through  ignorance,  folly,  or  pressure,  St.  535;  Davis  v.  Forshee,  34  Alab. 
deprive  themselves  of  the  proteetion  107.  Perhaps,  indeed,  when  Che  mod- 
which  the  law  affords  them.  On  the  cm  theoiy  on  the  subject  comes  to  be 
whole  it  is  better  to  guarantee  that  fully  worked  out,  it  will  not  be  eonsi- 
protection  to  all,  though  some  at  times  dered  necessary  that  the  agreement  Ut 
may  not  understand  its  importance,  refer  should  be  put  in  the  strict  teohnu 
Still  in  modem  times,  the  expense  and  eal  form  of  a  '*  condition  precedent,'^ 
loss  of  tame  always  incident  to  litigation,  but  the  real  intention  of  the  parties 
and  in  certain  classes  of  cases  the  known  will  be  rather  considered, 
prejudices  of  juries,  constantly  induce 
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POTTER  V.  FAULKNER.    Nov.  27. 

Mauter, — Negligence  of  servant, — Person  volunteering  assistance. 

While  the  defanduit'a  portera  were  lowering  halea  of  cotton  from  the  defend*nf  c  werehooaa^ 
mnd  his  carter  wa«  receiving  them  into  hia  lorry,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  waiting  with  a  lorrj  t« 
reoeiTC  a  load  of  cotton  for  hia  maater,  at  the  reqneat  of  the  defendant'*  carter  asaisted  him, 
mnd,  in  conseqnence  of  the  negligence  of  the  defendant'a  portera,  a  hale  of  cotton  fell  vpoa 
and  ifljnred  him.  There  waa  no  negligence  or  want  of  reaaonable  care  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  or  of  the  defendant'a  carter.    Held,  that  the  defendant  waa  not  liahle  to  an  aetioB. 

Degg  V.  The  Midland  Railway  Company,  1  H.  A  N.  773,1  affirmed. 

Special  case  stated,  without  pleadings,  by  order  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  and  by  consent  of  the  parties. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  suffered 
by  the  plaintiflF  by  reason  of  the  alleged  negligence  of  the  servants  of 
the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  was  a  carter  in  the  employ  of  Mr.  John 
Davies,  a  master  carter.  The  defendant  was  a  carrier,  having  a  ware- 
house at  Old  Quay  Wharf,  Liverpool. 

In  December,  1858,  in  pursuance  of  orders  from  his  master  John 
Davies,  the  plaintiff  went  with  a  lorry  to  the  defendant's  warehouse  to 
receive  therefrom,  on  behalf  of  his  master,  a  load  of  cotton  bales.  On 
his  arrival  at  the  warehouse,  he  found  two  lorries  there  before  him, 
one  in  the  act  of  being  loaded  with  cotton  from  the  defendant's  ware- 
house., and  the  other  waiting  its  turn  to  be  so  loaded.  After  the  first 
of  these  lorries  had  been  loaded,  and  had  gone  away,  the  second  of  them 
♦8011  ^^^^  ^^  place  *upon  a  piece  of  ground  occupied  by  the  defend- 
^  ant,  and  lying  between  his  warehouse  and  the  public  street, 
but  not  being  part  of  such  street.  This  lorry  was  being  loaded  when 
the  accident  happened  which  is  hereafter  described.  It  belonged  to 
the  defendant,  and  the  carter  in  charge  of  it  was  one  of  his  servants. 

The  course  of  business  as  to  loading  was  as  follows : — Each  lorry 
was  in  succession  brought  to  the  place  above  mentioned  to  be  loaded. 
The  defendant's  porters  brought  the  bales  of  cotton  to  the  door  of 
the  warehouse,  which  was  higher  than  the  lorry,  placed  them  in  slings, 
and  lowered  them  to  the  level  of  the  lorry,  where  they  were  taken 
hold  of  by  the  carter  in  charge  thereof,  and  by  him  drawn  over  the 
lorry,  taken  out  of  the  slings,  and  packed  on  the  lorry.  A  crane  is 
made  use  of  for  this  purpose,  and  by  a  chain  attached  to  it  the 
cotton  is  lowered.  The  lorry  which  was  being  loaded  at  the  time  of 
the  accident  was  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  the  parties  above 
and  the  carter  below  were  his  servants,  of  which  the  plaintiff,  before 
the  accident,  had  notice.  The  carter  of  the  defendant's  lorry,  which 
was  being  loaded  in  the  manner  before  mentioned,  requested  the 

Elaintiff,  who  was  waiting  with  his  master's  lorry  for  his  turn,  to  help 
im  to  move  into  their  proper  places  in  his  cart  the  bales  which  were 
being  lowered  for  him.  The  plaintiff  thereupon  got  upon  the  defend- 
ant's lorry,  and  was  assisting  him  when  the  acciaent  happened. 
Whilst  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant's  carter  were  moving  a  bale 
of  cotton  to  its  proper  place  on  the  defendant's  lorry,  another  bale, 
which  was  being  made  ready  by  the  defendant's  porters  in  the  ware- 
house, to  be  lowered  on  the  plaintiff's  lorry  when  it  should  in  its  turn 
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come  under  the  door  of  the  warehouse,  through  the  *negli-   r^oAo 
gence  of  those  porters,  fell  from  the  warehouse,  and  struck   '- 
and  injured  the  plaintiSl    There  was  no  negligence  or  want  of  rea- 
sonable care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or  of  the  defendant's  carter. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  court  was,  whether  on  a  trial 
in  this  suit,  upon  proof  of  the  above  facts,  a  jury  would  be  entitled 
to  gire  damages  to  the  plaintiff,  or,  whether  the  Judge  would  be  bound 
to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff  or  direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  jury  might  give  dam- 
ages to  the  plaintiff  and  that  the  Judge  was  not  bound  to  nonsuit  the 
plaintiff,  or  direct  the  jury  to  find  for  the  defendant,  it  was  agreed 
Detween  the  parties  that  the  defendant  should  pav  to  the  plaintiff 
I50Z.  and  taxed  costs ;  but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  contrary 
opinion,  the  plaintiff  should  pay  to  the  defendant  taxed  costs :  and 
judgment  to  be  entered  accordingly. 

In  Easter  Term,  1860.  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (Cockburn, 
C.  J.,  Crompton,  Hill,  and  Blackburn,  Js.),  without  hearing  any  argu- 
ment, were  of  opinion,  on  the  authority  of  Degg  v.  The  Midland  Eail- 
way  Company,  1  H.  &  N.  778,t  that,  upon  proof  of  the  above  facts, 
the  Judge  at  the  trial  would  be  bound  to  nonsuit  the  plaintiff,  or  to 
direct  the  jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  but  suggested  that 
the  case  should  be  taken  to  a  Court  of  error. 

Judgment  having  been  accordingly  entered  for  the  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  brought  error.  The  case  was  argued  (November  26th),  be« 
fore  Erie,  C.  J.,  Byles  and  Keating,  Js.,  and  Channell  and  Wilde, 
Bs.,  by 

JBrett,  for  the  plaintiff. — ^A  master  is  clearly  liable  to  *his  r«oQQ 
servant  for  his  own  negligence :  Roberts  v.  Smith,  2  H.  &  N.  ^ 
218,t  in  Exchequer  Chamber.  The  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  vol- 
unteered, under  the  circumstances,  to  assist  the  carter,  who  was  the 
servant  of  the  defendant,  does  not  absolve  the  defendant  from  being 
liable  for  the  negligence  of  his  servants  by  which  the  injury  to  the 
plaintiff  was  caused.  The  maxim,  Qui  facit  per  alium,  facit  per  se, 
18  the  foundation  of  the  liability  of  a  master  for  the  consequences  of 
his  servant's  negligence :  6  Bac.  Abr.  Master  and  Servant,  K.,  p.  866, 
7th  ed. ;  Lane  v.  Sir  Robert  Cotton,  12  Mod.  472,  488,  489,  per  Holt, 
C.  J. ;  note  to  Weyland  v.  Elkins,  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  227,  229  (E.  C.  L. 
R.  vol.  3);  Sadler  v.  Henlock,  4  E.  &  B.  570,  578  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  82), 
per  Crompton,  J. ;  which  maxim  would  make  a  master  liable  to  his 
servant  for  the  negligence  of  his  fellow-servant,  because  it  makes 
him  as  liable  for  the  act  of  the  negligent  servant  as  if  it  were  his 
own  act. 

It  has,  indeed,  been  held  that  a  master  is  not  liable  to  his  servant 
for  injurv  occasioned  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow-servant  in  the 
course  of  their  common  employment,  provided  the  latter  be  a  person 
of  competent  care  and  skill.  One  of  the  grounds,  however,  on  which 
this  exception  has  been  rested  is,  that  a  servant  has  the  means  of 
knowledge  whether  his  fellow-servants  are  negligent  or  not,  and  it  is 
at  his  option  to  leave  the  service.  [He  referred  to  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Gran  worth,  C,  in  Bartonshill  Coal  Company,  apps.,  Reid,  resp., 
8  Macq.  266,  284,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  oi  Exchequer  in 
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Priestley  v.  Fowler,  8  M.  &  W.  1,  6,  7.t]  But  the  accident  might 
occur  on  the  first  day  of  the  service,  ^fore  the  servant  had  any  op- 
portunity of  knowing  the  character  of  his  fellow-servants,  though,  if 
♦8041   *      work  were  continued  *for  several  days,  the  means  of  such 

^  knowledge  would  be  afforded.  And  this  ground  of  exception 
would  apply  to  persons  engaged  in  a  common  work,  though  not  in  a 
common  service ;  yet  in  that  case  it  has  l^een  held  that  the  injured 
person  may  recover  against  the  master  for  the  negligence  of  his  ser- 
vants: Abraham  v.  Reynolds,  5  H.  &  N.  148.t  Another  gronnd^ 
assigned  for  this  exception  is.  that  there  is  an  implied  contract  that 
the  servant  will  not  hold  the  master  liable  for  an  injury  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  a  fellow-servant.  Alderson,  B.,  in  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  in  Hutchinson  v.  The  York,  Newcastle,  and  Ber- 
wick Railway  Company,  5  Exch.  848,  852,t  said :  "  A  servant,  when 
he  engages  to  serve  a  master,  undertakes,  as  between  him  and  his 
master,  to  run  all  the  ordinary  risks  of  the  service,  and  this  includes 
the  risk  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  fellow-servant,  whenever  he 
is  acting  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty  as  servant  of  him  who  is  the 
common  master  of  both."  And  in  Bartonshill  Coal  Company,  apps., 
Reid,  resp..  Lord  Cranworth,  C,  said :  '*  When  several  worlonen  en- 
gage to  serve  a  master  in  a  common  work,  they  know,  or  ought  to 
know,  the  risks  to  which  they  are  exposing  themselves,  including  the 
risks  of  carelessness  against  which  their  employer  cannot  secure  them, 
and  they  must  be  supposed  to  contract  with  reference  to  such  risks." 
But  neither  of  the  grounds  for  this  exception  applies  to  the  case 
of  a  person  offering  his  services :  he  has  no  means  of  knowing  the 
competency  of  the  servants  employed ;  and  he  cannot  be  supposed  to 
have  contracted  on  the  terms  that  he  would  run  the  risk  of  their 
*8051   i^^™P®*®^cy>  because  there  is  no  contract  by  him,  *nor  had 

J  the  servants  of  the  employer  any  authority  to  make  one  with 
him.  The  maxim  Volenti  non  fit  injuria  does  not  apply,  because  the 
volunteer  does  not  consent  to  undergo  the  risk  of  the  negligence  of 
other  persons.  A  person  who  is  a  trespasser  may  maintain  an  action 
for  injury  caused  by  the  negligence  or  wrongful  act  of  another,  as, 
by  setting  a  spring-gun  on  his  land :  Bird  i;.  Holbrook,  4  Bing.  626 
(E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  18).  [Erlb,  0.  J.— The  law  of  England,  in  its  care 
for  human  life,  requires  consummate  caution  in  the  person  who  deals 
with  dangerous  weapons.  You  may  put  aside  that  class  of  cases.]  It 
must  be  contended  by  the  defendant  that  it  is  less  incumbent  on  the 
master  to  take  care  of  a  person  whom  his  servant  asks  to  assist  him 
than  of  other  persons.  [Bylbs,  J. — Suppose  the  plaintiff  had  been 
guilty  of  negligence  in  moving  one  of  the  bales  of  cotton,  and  by 
that  negligence  a  passer-by  had  been  injured,  and  brought  his  action 
against  the  defenaant.]  The  defendant  would  have  said,  ''  I  never 
employed  him,  and  my  servant  had  no  authority  to  employ  him." 
Degg  V.  The  Midland  Railway  Company,  1  H.  &  N.  778,t  attempts  to 
set  up  a  distinct  exception  to  the  maxim  Qui  facit  per  alium,  faoit  per 
se,  because  it  admits  that,  if  the  negligence  had  been  the  act  of  the 
master,  he  would  have  been  liable;  and  the  reasoning  and  the  instances 
given  in  the  judgment  do  not  apply  to  a  volunteer  as  distinguished 
from  a  trespasser.  [Chaknsll,  jB. — ^Thoee  observations  weie  made 
to  meet  the  arguments  at  the  bar,  not  la  the  groanda  of  tbe  ju4gB)iat) 
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AapinaTl,  for  tbe  defendant  (Noyember  27tli),  was  not  <salled  upon. 

"^Eble,  C.  J.,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  r*ftOft 

The  plaintiff  had  been  injured  by  the  fall  of  a  bale  of  cotton,  '- 
in  the  course  of  remoying  cotton  from  the  warehoxise  of  the  defendant. 
Some  of  the  servants  of  the  defendant  were  employed  in  lowering  the 
bales  of  cotton  from  the  warehouse,  and  another  of  his  servants  was 
stationed  below  to  receive  them  into  the  defendant's  cart.  The  plain- 
tiff intervened 'to  assist  the  servant  who  was  in  the  cart,  and,  so  far 
as  the  master  was  concerned,  was  a  volunteer  upon  the  occasion,  and 
was  injured  by  what  was  found  to  be  negligence  in  the  defendant's 
servants  in  the  warehouse.  The  question  is.  Can  the  plaintiff,  under 
the  circumstances,  sue  the  master  for  the  negligence  of  his  servants  ? 

This  is  the  case  of  one  who  volunteers  to  associate  himself  with 
the  defendant's  servant  in  the  performance  of  his  work,  and  that  with- 
out the  consent  or  even  the  knowledge  of  the  master.  Such  an  one 
cannot  stand  in  a  better  position  than  those  with  whom  he  associates 
himself  in  respect  of  their  master's  liability :  he  can  impose  no 
greater  obligation  upon  the  master  than  that  to  which  he  was  subject 
in  respect  of  a  servant  in  his  actual  employ.  And  it  is  clear  law  that 
the  master  would  not  have  been  liable  if  the  servant  below  had  been 
injured  by  the  negligence  of  the  servants  above.  As  between  mas- 
ter and  servant  the  duty  of  the  master  is  to  take  due  care  to  employ 
other  servants  of  competent  skill  and  ordinary  carefulness :  when  he 
has  done  that  he  has  done  his  duty  as  between  himself  and  his  ser- 
vants ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  liability  contended  for  by  the 
plaintiff  does  not  attach  to  an  employer. 

We  have  considered  the  case  of  Degg  t;.  The  Midland  '''Rail-   r^oAv 
way  Company,  1  H.  &  N.  778,t  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it   '• 
was  well  decided,  and  we  affirm  the  principle  of  that  judgment.    We 
therefore  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


JOLLY  V.  The  WIMBLEDON  and  DORKING  Railway  Company. 

[June  15,  1860.] 

SaQwaif  Companif. — Lands  Clauses  Consolidaiion  Act,  1B45, 1. 124. — Land  taken  by 

misMe, — Notice  of  claim, — Ejeehnent*       \ 

By  the  LMida  Clanset  Conaolidatlon  Act,  1846,  8  A  9  Vict  e.  18,  1. 124,  If,  after  the  pro- 
moter! of  the  underUkiDg  have  entered  upon  lands  which  they  are  avthoriied  to  pnrehaie, 
and  whkh  mo  permanenUy  reqnired,  soy  party  ch^l  appear  to  be  entitled  to  any  Interest  in 
or  charge  thereon  which  through  mistake  was  not  pnrohased,  then  the  promoters  shall  remain 
10  undisturbed  possession ;  provided  within  sis  months  after  notice  of  the  interest  or  charge,  in 
case  the  same  is  not  disputed,  or,  in  case  the  same  shall  be  disputed,  then,  within  six  months 
after  the  right  thereto  shall  haTO  been  established  by  law,  they  pay  tbe  compensation  therein 
mentioned.  The  defendante,  m  railway  Company,  under  their  Act,  which  incorporated  the 
Lands  Glauses  Consolidation  Act,  \M^  8  4  0  Vict  c.  16,  In  July,  1868,  entered  upon  lands  of 
which  the  mortgagor  had  been  in  possession ;  and  although  the  purchase^money  was  not  paid 
to  him,  the  parties  were  treating  for  arrangement,  and  the  entry  was  with  the  knowledge  and 
consent  of  the  mortgagor.  The  plaintiff  was  mortgagee  in  fee  of  these  lands,  but  the  mort- 
gage was  not  known  by  the  defendante  to  exist  until  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  haTing  diseotuasd 
the  entiy  by  the  defeadanii,  sent  s  letter  in  Augnety  1860,  to  the  defendants'  Attorney,  assert- 
taf  4hi» jtelatiff'j  righto*   A  tonHVondeaM  jptM^  In  whtoh  th*  pUiatiff.f ata  &o  lafonnttta 
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of  hii  title,  mnd  the  defondmnta  did  not  di«pate  hia  title,  but  Mked  for  a  ibort  delay  whUm  ihetr 
legal  advisers  were  absent  from  London.  In  tbe  following  October  the  plaintiff  brought  ^eei- 
ment.  Held,  by  tbe  Coort  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  the  anthority  of  The  Marqnis  of  Sallabary 
«.  Tbe  Great  Northern  Railway  Company,  6  C.  B.  N.  8.  174,  that  the  plaintiff  might  bring 
^eetment  to  establish  his  title,  though  execution  upon  the  Judgment  would  be  stayed  for  six 
months.  Held,  by  the  Szeheqner  Chamber  (reversing  the  Judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench), 
that  cjoctment  could  not  be  maintained,  inasmuch  as,  the  title  not  being  in  dispute,  tbe  above 
enactment  gave  the  defendants  a  right  of  possession  for  six  months  after  notice  of  the  plain- 
tiff's claim. 

Ejectment,  brought  the  25th  October,  1859,  to  recover  two  pieces 
*8081  ^^  land,  being  reBpectively  parts  *of  a  close  of  land  and  of  an 
-'  occupation  road,  at  Merton,  in  the  parish  of  Merton,  in  the 
county  of  Surrey. 

The  defendants  appeared  on  the  12th  November,  1859,  and  defended 
for  the  whole  of  the  said  premises. 

On  the  trial,  before  Wightman,  J.,  at  the  Surrey  Spring  Assizes,  in 
1860,  the  following  facts  and  circumstances  were  proved  or  admitted. 

The  plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  of  the  entry  by  the  defendants  into 
and  taking  possession  of  the  premises,  seised  in  fee  thereof,  subject  to 
a  mortgage-deed  and  all  rights  created  thereby. 

Upon  the  8th  July,  1840,  Edward  Bavne  (since  deceased)  was  the 
owner  in  fee  of  five  equal  undivided  sixth  parts  of  a  certain  farm  and 
estate,  called  the  West  Barnes  Farm,  of  which  farm  and  estate  the 
premises  were  parcel. 

Upon  the  8th  July,  1840,  Edward  Rayne  executed  a  deed  of  appoint- 
ment and  release,  whereby  he  mortgaged  the  said  five  undividea  sixth 
parts  to  the  plaintiff  John  Jolly  in  fee,  to  secure  the  repayment,  with 
interest,  of  a  loan  of  5000Z.,  aavanced  to  him  by  the  plaintiff  This 
deed  gave  to  the  mortgagor  a  power  of  sale  and  a  power  of  entry  in 
default  of  payment  of  the  mortgage-money  or  interest.  And  it  also 
contained  the  following  provisoes : — 

'*  Provided  always,  and  it  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  and  declared 
between  and  by  the  said  Edward  Bayne  and  the  said  John  Jolly  that 
in  case  default  shall  be  made  in  payment  of  the  said  sum  of  50002.,  or 
the  interest  thereof,  or  any  part  thereof,  respectively,  contrary  to  the 
aforesaid  proviso  or  agreement  for  the  payment  of  the  same,  and  the 
true  intent  and  meaning  of  these  presents ;  then  and  in  such  case  the 
^g/vg-|  said  Edward  Bayne,  from  the  *said  8th  January  next,  shall 
^  become  tenant  from  year  to  year  to  the  said  John  Jolly,  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  of  the  several  and  respective  parts  and  shares  respec- 
tively, hereby  appointed,  released,  and  confirmed,  or  otherwise  assured 
or  intended  so  to  be,  of  and  in  the  said  farm,  messuage,  or  tenement 
and  farm-house,  fields,  closes,  lands,  hereditaments,  ana  premises,  and 
of  and  in  the  appurtenances,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  2002.,  payable  by 
two  half-yearly  payments,  on  the  8th  January  and  the  8th  July.  Pro- 
vided always  that  the  tenancy  hereby  created  shall  not  in  any  manner 
control,  restrain,  or  interfere  with  the  power  of  sale  or  other  the 
powers  hereinbefore  coatained,  but  shall  at  all  times  be  subject 
thereto,  and  to  any  exercise  thereof  respectively,  anything  hereinbefore 
contained  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding." 

The  mortgage-money  was  never  repaid,  and  the  mortgage  still  con- 
tinued in  force,  but  the  plaintiff  never  entered  into  possession  of  or 
exercised  the  power  of  sale  with  respect  to  the  mortgaged  property 
or  any  part  thereof,  nor  did  he  at  any  time  before  the  commencement 
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of  tfae  action  give  to  Edward  Rayne,  or  the  mortgagor  for  the  time 
being,  any  notice  for  determining  the  yearly  tenancy  (if  any)  created 
by  the  de^. 

Upon  the  4th  Aagust,  1841,  by  an  agreement  made  between  all 
proper  parties,  it  was  agreed  that  the  farm  and  estate  should  be  divided 
and  partitioned  between  Edward  Bayne  and  the  owner  in  fee  of  the 
remaining  one  undivided  sixth  part,  and  thenceforward  the  mortgage 
applied  to  and  took  effect  as  to  the  share  or  portion  appropriated  to 
Edward  Bayne  upon  such  partition.  The  premises  sought  to  be  re< 
covered  were  parcel  of  this  share  or  portion. 

*Upon  the  12th  May,  1847,  Edward  Bayne  died,  and  under  r«oi  a 
his  will  his  three  sons  and  two  daughters  became  entitled  to  ^ 
the  estate  or  interest  of  the  mortgagor  in  the  last-mentioned  share  or 
portion,  and  they  and  Mrs.  Bayne,  the  widow  of  Edward  Bayne,  or 
some  of  them,  had  possession  of  and  occupied  tlie  same  accordingly. 

The  defendants  were  formed  and  constituted  a  Company,  by  and 
under  "  The  Wimbledon  and  Dorking  Bailway  Act,  1857,"  with  which 
Act  "  The  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,"  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18, 
and  "  The  Bailways  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,"  8  &  9  Vict,  c 
20,  were  incorporated.  By  the  21st  section  the  defendants  were  autho- 
rized, subject  to  the  provisions  of  that  Act,  to  make  and  maintain  the 
railway  as  therein  mentioned,  and  to  enter  upon,  take,  and  use  all  or 
any  of  the  lands  delineated  upon  the  deposited  plans,  and  described  in 
the  book  of  reference  as  might  be  necessary  for  those  purposes.  The 
defendants  shortly  after  their  incorporation  did  all  necessary  acts  re- 
quired by  the  16th  and  17th  sections  of  "  The  Lands  Clauses  Con- 
solidation Act,  1845,"  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18. 

The  premises  sought  to  be  recovered  were  part  of  the  lands  de- 
lineated upon  the  deposited  plans  and  described  in  the  book  of  refer- 
ence, and  were  necessary  for  the  making  and  maintaining  of  the 
railway. 

The  entry  in  the  book  of  reference  with  respect  to  these  premises 
was  as  follows : — 


Koi. 

nferring  to 

tbtPlan. 

Deieriptlon  of 
Property. 

Names  of 
Owoen  or 
reputed  Ownen. 

Namei  of  Lefteei  or 
reputed  Lesieee. 

Ooevpiert' 
Namei. 

1 

Oceapation  Road 
MMdow 

Mary  Bayne 
Maiy  Bayne 

Tn  hftnd. 

9 

Tn  hand. 

§ 

*And  the  name  of  the  plaintijBT  had  never  been  inserted  in  the  r*oi  i 
book  of  reference  as  owner  or  occupier  of,  or  inserted  in,  the  *• 
said  lands.  In  July,  1858,  the  defendants  entered  upon  and  took  pos- 
session of  the  premises  for  the  purposes  of  their  railway.  This  entry 
and  taking  possession  by  them  was  with  the  full  knowledge  and  con- 
sent of  the  children  of  fedward  Bayne  and  of  Mrs.  Bayne,  who  were 
at  that  time  in  actual  possession  and  occupation,  but  the  plaintiff  had 
no  notice  or  knowledge  of  such  entry  and  taking  possession,  and  gave 
no  consent  thereto.    And  the  defendants,  without  the  knowledge  ot 
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consent  of  the  plaintifl^  proceeded  to  construct  the  railway  and  irorks 
authorized  by  their  Act  of  Parliament,  and  completed  the  same  at 
some  time  previous  to  the  4th  April,  1869,  wheti  the  railway  was 
opened  for  traffic,  and  the  premises  have  ever  since  been  and  formed 
part  of  the  railway  of  the  defendants,  and  are  permanently  required 
for  the  purposes  of  the  special  Act. 

The  aefendants  never  obtained  or  applied  for  any  conveyance  of 
the  premises  from  the  children  of  Bdward  Bayne  and  Mary  Bayne, 
or  from  any  of  them,  or  from  any  other  person. 

At  the  time  the  defendants  so  entered  and  took  possession,  and 
until  they  received  the  letter  of  the  Slst  August,  1859,  hereinafter 
mentioned,  the  defendants  had  no  notice  of  the  mortgage,  and  were 
during  all  that  time  wholly  unaware  that  the  plaintiff  had  or  claimed 
any  estate,  right,  or  interest  in,  or  charge  affecting,  the  premises. 
They  had  no  knowledge  as  to  any  person  being  interested  in  the 
premises  except  the  children  of  Edward  Rayne  and  Mrs.  Bayne,  or 
some  of  them,  and  were  negotiating  with  them  accordingly  aa  to 
*M9.1  *^^®  amount  of  the  purchase-money  and  compensation  to  be 
•I  paid  by  the  defendants  for  the  premises. 

Upon  the  Slst  August,  1859,  Mr.  J.  Gary,  the  London  solicitor  for 
the  plaintiff,  who  had  then  very  recently  discovered  the  entry  into 
and  taking  possession  of  the  premises  by  the  defendants,  wrote  and 
sent  to  Mr.  W.  G.  Boy,  their  solicitor,  a  letter,  6{  which  the  following 
is  a  copy  :-*- 

"  26,  Moorgate  Street,  E.  G, 

"  Sir :  "  Slst  August,  1869. 

"  I  am  instructed  by  Mr.  John  Jolly,  the  mortgagee  of  the 
West  Barnes  Park  Estate,  Merton,  in  Surrey,  to  apply  to  The  Wim- 
bledon and  Dorking  Bailway  Company,  upon  the  subject  of  the 
encroachment  made  by  the  Company  in  the  construction  of  the  line 
of  railway  across  a  portion  of  the  estate,  and  the  serious  permanent 
damage  which  has  been  occasioned  to  the  entire  property  and  ap- 
proaches by  the  formation  of  the  line.  I  have  now  to  direct  attention 
to  the  fact  that  no  notice  was  ever  served  or  given  to  my  client  of  the 
intention  of  the  promoters  of  the  Company  to  apply  to  Parliament, 
or  that  the  portion  of  the  Estate  so  illegally  taken  by  the  Company 
would  be  required  or  had  been  taken,  and  now  for  some  time  used, 
by  the  Company  without  my  client's  knowledge  or  consent.  In  truth 
my  client  was,  until  verv  recently,  entirely  ignorant  of  this  railway, 
or  that  any  portion  of  this  property  was  or  had  been  affected  by  any 
public  works  whatever.  My  client  is  however  willing,  before  involv- 
ing the  Company  in  an  expensive  legal  proceeding,  to  meet  the  matter 
fiairly,  and  accept  an  adequate  compensation  for  the  portion  of  the 
Estate  taken  to  the  great  injury  sustained  to  the  remainder;  and  I 
*81 31  ^^^^  therefore  (but  strictly  without  prejudice  to  *my  client's 
-'  rights  both  legal  and  equitable)  to  give  this  intimation  to  you, 
and  to  inquire  whether  the  directors  of  the  Company  are  prepared  to 
meet  the  case  on  the  same  footing,  and  in  an  equally  straightfofward 
manner. 

''  Having  been  informed  that  you  are  the  solicitor  to  The  Wimble* 
don  and  Dorking  Company,  I  have  therefore  addressed  my  oommuni* 
nation,  in  the  first  instance^  to  you ;  and  I  have  to  request  thai  yoi 
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will  give  your  immediate  attention  to  this  matter,  and  favour  me  with 
a  speedy  reply.  "  I  am,  Sir,  your  very  obedient  Servant, 

"  G.  Rot,  Esq.,  Solicitor,  '*  Joseph  Cart." 

"  Great  George  Street,  Westminster." 

This  letter,  in  the  absence  from  London  of  Mr.  Roy,  was  received 
and  opened  by  his  clerk,  Mr.  Rogers.  A  correspondence  ensued 
between  Mr.  Gary  and  Mr.  Rogers,  Mr.  Gary  and  Mr.  Roy,  and  Mr. 
Gary  and  Mr.  Horn,  the  secretary  to  the  defendants ;  the  letters  on 
one  side  urging  that  the  claim  should  be  settled  speedily,  and  the 
letters  on  the  other  side,  not  disputing  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  but 
asking  for  time  on  account  of  the  absence  of  their  legal  advisers  from 
London  at  that  time  of  the  year. 

At  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  defendants  had 
not  inspected  or  applied  for,  or  been  offered,  the  inspection  of  the 
mortgage-deed. 

The  defendants  were  willing  to  purchase  or  pay  compensation  for 
the  estate  or  interest  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  premises,  and  also  to 
pay  such  further  mesne  profits  or  interest  as  are  provided  for  by  the 
124th  section  of  Tlie  Lands  Glauses  GonsoHdation  Act,  1845. 

Upon  these  facts  and  circumstances  the  learned  Judge  directed  the 
jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  reserving  leave  to  the  defend- 
ants to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  *for  them  or  a  nonsuit ;  and  r^Q-iA 
a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  was  found  and  entered  accordingly.      '- 

In  Easter  term,  1860, 

Hawkins  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  on  the  grounds :  First. 
That  the  plaintiff  had  not,  under  the  mortgage-deed  of  the  8th  July, 
1840,  a  good  title  in  possession  entitlii\g  him  to  maintain  ejectment. 
Secondly.  That  a  tenancy  was  outstanding  in  the  said  lands.  Thirdly. 
That  the  plaintiff's  estate,  right,  interest,  and  charge  in  the  lands  in 
question  were  not  disputed  by  the  defendants,  who  through  mistake 
or  inadvertence  had  omitted  duly  to  purchase  or  pay  compensation 
for  the  same,  and  that  the  defendants  were  willing  to  purchase  or  pay 
compensation  for  them ;  and  that  the  action  was  commenced  within 
six  months  after  the  defendants  first  had  notice  of  such  estate,  right, 
interest,  and  charge,  contrary  to  the  provision  of  sect.  124  of  The 
Lands  Clauses  GonsoHdation  Act,  1845.  Fourthly.  That,  under  that 
section,  the  defendants  were  entitled  to  the  undisturbed  possession  of 
the  lands  in  question  to  a  period  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of 
this  action.  Fifthly.  That  the  possession  of  the  defendants  was 
lawful,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  bring  ejectment,  but 
only  to  claim  compensation  under  The  Lands  Glauses  GonsoHdation 
Act,  1845. 

At  the  sittings  in  banc  in  the  following  Trinity  Vacation,  June 
16th, 

Bavitt  showed  cause,  and  cited  The  Marquis  of  Salisbury  v.  The 
Great  Northern  Railway  Gompany,  5  G.  B.  N.  S.  174  (E.  G.  L.  R. 
vol.  94). 

Horace  Lloyd,  contr^ 

♦Per  GURIAM.    (WiOHTMAN,  Oromptok,  Hill,  and  Black-  r*g^  5 
BURN,  Js.) — We  are  bound  by  the  authority  of  that  case.    The  *- 
role  must  therefore  be  discharged,  but  execution  will  be  stayed  in 
order  to  enable  the  Gompany  to  acquire  possession  of  the  land  in  the 
regular  way.  Rule  discharged. 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

JOLLY  V.  The  WIMBLEDON  and  DORKING  Railway  Company. 

Dec.  4,  1861. 

For  head  note,  see  antd,  p.  807. 

The  defendants  having  appealed  to  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 

In  Michaelmas  Vacation  (Nov.  26th,  1861),  before  Erlb,  C.  J.,  Wil- 
liams, Byles,  and  Keatino,  Js.,  Brahwell,  Chaknsll,  and  Wildk, 
Bs. 

fforace  Lloyd  was  heard  for  the  appellants  (the  defendants  below.)— 
First.  The  defendants  were  entitlea,  under  sect.  124  of  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18,  to  the  undisturbed 
possession  of  the  lands  in  question  for  a  period  subsequent  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action.  That  section  enacts :  *'  If  at  any  time  after 
the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  shall  have  entered  upon  any  lands 
which  ....  they  were  authorized  to  purchase,  and  which  shall  bo 
permanently  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  special  Act,  any  party 
*81 61  ^^  appear  to  be  entitled  to  any  estate,  right,  or  interest  *ia 
-'  or  charge  affecting  such  lands  which  the  promoters  of  tho 
undertaking  shall  through  mistake  or  inadvertence  have  failed  or 
omitted  duly  to  purchase,  or  to  pay  compensation  for,  then,  whether 
the  period  allowed  for  the  purchase  of  lands  shall  have  expired  or 
not,  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  shall  remain  in  the  undisturbed 
possession  of  such  lands,  provided,  within  six  months  after  notice  of 
such  estate,  right,  interest,  or  charge,  in  case  the  same  shall  not  be 
disputed  by  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking,  or  in  case  the  same 
shall  be  disputed  then  within  six  months  after  the  right  thereto  shall 
have  been  finally  established  by  law  in  favour  of  the  party  claiming 
the  same,  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  shall  purchase  or  pay 
compensation  for  the  same,  and  shall  also  pay  to  such  party,  or  to  any 
other  party  who  may  establish  a  right  thereto,  full  compensation  for 
the  mesne  profits  or  interest  which  would  have  accrued  to  such  par- 
ties respectively  in  respect  thereof  during  the  interval  between  the 
entry  of  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking  thereon  and  the  time  of 
the  payment  of  such  purchase-money  or  compensation  by  the  promo- 
ters of  the  undertaking,  so  far  as  such  mesne  profits  or  interest  may 
be  recoverable  in  law  or  equity,  Ac." 

The  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  charge  upon  the  lands  in  question ; 
and  the  defendants,  "  through  mistake  or  inadvertence,  had  omitted 
duly  to  purchase,  or  to  pay  compensation  for"  it.  Also  the  defend- 
ants did  not  dispute  the  cliarge  when  they  had  notice  of  it,  and  would 
have  been  willing  to  purchase  or  pay  compensation.  Therefore  they 
are  within  sect.  124 :  and  six  months  not  having  elapsed  from  the 
time  when  they  first  had  notice  of  this  charge,  the  action  of  eject* 
4cg|i^1  ment  was  prematurely  brought.  Sect.  68  gives  to  the  party 
^  ***  entitled  to  any  compensation  in  respect  of  any  lands  or  of 
any  interest  therein,"  the  opportunity  of  obtaming  complete  satisfiic- 
tion  for  the  lands,  "  which  shall  have  been  taken  for  or  injurioualy 
affected  by  the  execution  of  the  works ;"  and  then  the  Act  contains 
sections  "  with  respect  to  lands  subject  to  mortgage,''  and  deals  with 
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the  mortgagee  as  an  encumbrancer.  By  sect.  108,  power  is  given  to  the 
promoters  to  purchase  or  redeem  the  interest  of  the  mortgagee,  whe- 
ther he  be  in  possession  of  the  lands  by  virtue  of  the  mortgage  or 
not;  and,  by  sect.  112,  provision  is  made  for  the  case  in  which  part 
only  of  the  mortgaged  lands  is  required  for  the  purposes  of  the  under- 
taking. The  interests  of  the  mortgagor  and  mortgagee  are  regarded 
together  as  they  would  be  in  a  Court  of  equity.  Sect.  124  is  one  of 
the  three  sections,  "  with  respect  to  interests  in  lands  which  have  by 
mistake  been  omitted  to  be  purchased ;"  and  it  contemplates  two  cases, 
first,  where  the  existence  of  the  estate,  interest,  or  charge  is  not  dis- 

Suted  by  the  promoters  of  the  undertaking,  and,  secondly,  where  it  is 
isputedL  Sect.  126  tends  to  show  that  ejectment  is  the  proper  mode 
of  trying  the  question  of  title  in  those  cases  only  in  which  the  estate, 
interest,  or  charge  is  disputed  by  the  Company ;  by  that  section,  when 
the  right  to  any  estate,  interest,  or  charge  "  shall  have  been  disputed 
by  the  Company,  and  determined  in  favour  of  the  party  claiming  the 
same,"  the  Company  shall  "  pay  the  full  costs  and  expenses  of  any 
proceedings  at  law  or  in  equity  for  the  determination  or  recovery  of 
the  same."  The  payment  of  full  costs  is  exacted  from  the  Company, 
and  therefore  it  was  not  intended  that  they  should  be  exposed  to 
gectment,  unless  they  disputed  the  title. 

*The  decision  in  The  Marquis  of  Salisbury  v.  The  Great  r»^.  ^ 
Northern  Railway  Company,  5  C.  B.  N.  S.  174  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol  ^  ^^^ 
94),  was  upon  that  part  of  sect.  124  which  provides  for  the  case  in 
which  the  estate,  interest,  or  charge  is  disputed :  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  held  that,  the  title  to  the  land  being  in  dispute,  ejectment 
was  the  proper  mode  of  trying  that  question ;  and  that  after  the  plain- 
tiff's title  had  been  established,  the  Company  might  have  the  benefit 
of  the  provision  that  they  should'  remain  in  possession  six  months  by 
the  Court  restraining  the  execution.  When  the  Company  admit  the 
existence  of  a  charge,  they  are  allowed  six  months  to  determine 
whether  they  will  give  up  the  land  or  purchase  it,  and  what  compen- 
sation they  will  offer ;  and  ejectment  does  not  lie  any  more  than  tres- 
pass would.  [CflANNELL,  B. — Suppose  the  Company  have  notice  of 
the  charge  and  do  nothing.]  It  would  be  a  question  for  the  jury 
whether  they  disputed  the  existence  of  the  charge.  Ejectment  for 
the  purpose  of  aetermining  title  can  only  be  brought  within  six 
months ;  and  therefore  it  lies  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  there 
was  a  dispute  which  required  to  be  settled  by  ejectment.  In  this  case 
the  title  of  the  plaintiff  was  not  disputed. 

Secondly.  The  plaintiff  had  not,  under  the  mortgage-deed,  a  good 
title  in  possession  enabling  him  to  maintain  ejectment,  inasmuch  as  a 
tenancy  was  created  in  the  m'ortgagor,  which  tenancy  was  never  de- 
termined, and  was  outstanding  in  the  representatives  of  the  mortgagor 
at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action.  [He  referred  to  the 
provisions  of  the  deed.] 

Bovillf  for  the  respondent  (the  plaintiff  below). — First.  *Sect.  p^«^  ^ 
124  of  Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  18,  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  right  '• 
to  bring  ejectment :  effect  will  be  given  to  it,  by  holding  that  it  does 
not  bar  the  right  of  action,  but  only  restrains  the  writ  of  possession 
upon  the  judgment  recovered  in  the  action  from  issuing  until  the  expira- 
tion of  the  six  months.  No  mistake  or  inadvertence  of  the  Company, 
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and  no  abstaining  by  them  from  disputing  the  title,  would  operase 
either  together  or  separately  as  a  bar  to  the  right  of  action ;  if  it 
would,  it  does  not  appear  in  this  case  that  there  was  any  mistake  or 
inadvertence  of  the  aefendants.  The  omission  by  the  defendants  to 
admit  the  plaintiff's  title  was  an  omission  in  their  own  default.  fUe 
cited  Hyde  v.  The  Mayor  of  Manchester,  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  249.]  The 
defendants  ought  to  have  shown  that  they  paid  compensation  to  tna 
plaintiff  within  six  months  after  notice  of  the  plaintiff's  charge,  and, 
not  having  done  so,  they  lose  the  benefit  of  sect.  124,  and  are  made 
trespassers  ab  initio.  Further,  the  defendants  dispute  the  title  of  bhe 
plaintiff'  by  defending  this  action,  and  therefore  are  not  within  suct« 
124. 

Secondly.  No  tenancy  was  created  by  the  mortgage-deed ;  or,  if  uny 
was  creat^,  it  was  only  a  tenancy  at  will  and  was  determined  by  che 
bringing  of  this  action.  [He  cited  Doe  d.  Garrod  v.  OUev,  12  A.  k 
E.  481  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  40);  Doe  d.  Snell  v.  Tom,  4  Q.  B.'616  (B,  C. 
L.  R  vol.  45);  The  Metropolitan  Counties  and  General  Life  Assurance 
Society  v.  Brown,  4  H.  &  N.  428  ;t  Doe  d.  Wilkinson  v.  Goodier,  10 
Q.  B.  957  (E.  0.  L.  R.  vol.  59). 

Horace  Lloyd,  in  reply.  Our.  adv.  vult. 

*fi201  *Eblb,  C.  J.  (Dec.  4th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
-I  This  ejectment  was  brought  for  lands  taken  by  the  Railway 
Company  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  relating  thereto,  of 
which  lands  the  mortgagor  had  been  in  possession ;  and,  although  the 
purchase-money  was  not  paid  to  him,  the  parties  were  treating  for  an 
agreement,  and  the  taking  of  those  lands  was  lawful  as  far  as  the 
interest  of  the  party  in  occupation  was  concerned.  The  plaintiff  was 
mortgagee  in  fee  of  these  lands,  but  the  mortgage  was  not  known  by 
the  defendants  to  exist  till  he  sent  the  letter  in  August,  1859.  After 
this,  letters  ensued  in  which  the  plaintiff  gave  no  information  of  his 
title  and  the  defendants  did  not  dispute  his  title,  but  asked  for  a  short 
delay  while  their  legal  advisers  were  absent  from  London.  In  the 
following  October,  the  plaintiff  brought  this  ejectment,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  whether,  under  these  circumstances,  the  124th  section  of  The 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845,  afibrds  a  defence. 

This  section  relates  to  lands  which  have,  by  mistake,  been  omitted 
to  be  purchased,  and  enacts  that  if,  after  the  promoters  have  entered 
on  lands,  which  they  are  authorized  to  purchase  and  which  are  per- 
manently required,  any  party  shall  appear  to  be  entitled  to  any  interest 
or  charge  thereon  which,  through  mistake,  was  not  purchased,  then 
the  promoters  shall  remain  in  undisturbed  possession :  provided  that 
within  six  months  after  notice  of  the  claim,  or  in  case  of  dispute  of 
title  within  six  months  aftier  title  shall  have  been  established  by  law, 
they  pay  the  compensation  therein  mentioned.  The  defendants  con- 
tend that  their  right  to  undisturbed  possession  during  six  months  is  a 
bar  to  an  action  of  ejectment,  which  must  be  founded  on  a  supposed 
^gnyi  '^wrongful  possession  during  that  time,  and  we  are  of  opinion 
^  that  the  defendants  are  right. 

The  statute  provides  for  the  taking  of  lands  under  every  modifica- 
tion of  interest,  and  for  the  making  of  compensation  in  respect  of  any 
lawful  claim ;  and  it  has  been  uniformly  held  that,  wherever  compen- 
sation is  provided  under  the  statute  in  respect  of  any  claim,  there  th« 
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common  law  remedies  in  respect  of  that  claim  are  suspended  or  token 
away.  By  the  sections  preceding  the  124th,  provisions  are  made  in 
respect  of  interests  known  when  the  lands  are  taken :  the  taking  is 
made  lawful  to  the  Company,  the  compensation  is  secured  to  the  owner^ 
and  the  ordinary  remedies  at  law  for  the  taking' alleged  to  be  wrong- 
ful are  taken  away.  Then  follows  sect.  124»  with  respect  to  interests 
ia  lands  which  have  been  already  taken,  and  which  interests,  by  mis< 
take,  have  been  omitted  to  be  purchased.  The  intention  of  the  section, . 
by  analogy  with  what  has  preceded,  would  be  to  give  the  same  protection 
against  actions  in  respect  of  these  interests  as  had  been  before  given 
in  respect  of  other  interests  in  land.  The  words  are,  the  Company 
"shall  remain  in  undisturbed  possession"  if  they  duly  compensate. 
These  words  express  that  the  possession  not  only  is  then  lawful,  but 
has  been,  and  shall  continue  so,  if  the  condition  is  performed.  It  is  ^ 
very  reasonable  that  a  Company  giving  all  parliamentary  publicity 
with  plans  and  books  of  reference,  should  have  security  from  litigation 
for  their  works  under  their  statute :  it  is  expressly  given  in  respect  of 
all  possible  known  interests,  and  it  seems  unreasonable  to  suppose 
that  an  unknown  interest  should  alone  be  intended  to  have  the 
privilege  of  bringing  an  action  against  the  Company,  together  with  a 
right  to  eompansation  under  the  statute.  If,  ^during  parlia-  pgoo 
mentary  inquiry  and  the  Company's  treaty  with  the  mortgagor  ^ 
and  the  laying  down  of  the  railway  on  the  lands,  the  mortgagee  kept 
his  mortgage  unknown,  the  Company  ought  to  have  time  to  inquire 
after  notice  of  the  claim ;  that  is,  after  production  of  the  abstract  of 
title.  The  claim  may  be  unfounded  or  fraudulent,  or  it  may  involve 
claims  of  other  parties.  The  necessity  for  time  and  caution  is  shown 
by  Doe  d.  Hyde  v.  The  Mayor  of  Manchester,  5  De  G.  &  Sm.  249,  for 
there  the  Company  had  paid  for  the  land  in  question  to  one  proprietor, 
and  had  to  pay  for  it  again  to  Mr.  Hyde,  with  all  mesne  profits  and' 
costs,  as  between  attorney  and  client,  because  the  arbitrator  had  made 
a  mistake  in  the  boundary  between  two  properties.  Here  the  ques- 
tions of  the  validity  of  the  deed,  of  its  operation  on  flve-sixths  of  the 
land,  of  deducting  what  is  due  to  the  mortgagee  from  the  compensa- 
tion to  be  paid  to  the  mortgagor,  and  of  deducting  for  the  right  of  the 
lessee  if  any  should  exist,  must  be  considered  before  the  compensation 
can  be  settled.  If  the  possession  of  the  Company  is  lawful  for  six 
months  after  the  title  is  produced,  or  the  dispute  determined,  all  rights 
and  liabilities  would  be  secured  in  good  order,  and  this  defence  would 
prevail.  On  the  other  hand,  if  ejectment  lies  for  every  claimant  of  an 
unknown  interest  before  be  shows  the  ground  of  his  claim  and  allows 
time  for  considering  it,  confusion  and  disorder  will  be  introduced :  for 
the  Company  will  have  to  decide  whether  they  will  suffer  judgment 
by  default  and  hazard  the  stay  of  execution  upon  a  conflict  of  affi- 
davits, or  defend  the  cause  with  all  the  risks  and  imputations  brought 
upon  the  present  defendants  for  so  doing ;  and  also  if  within  six  months 
compensation  is  made,  any  judgment  that  should  have  been  obtained 
*would  thereby  become  futile ;  and  then  no  provision  is  made  r*Q23 
in  respect  of  costs  either  to  the  claimant  as  between  party  and  ^ 
party  or  as  between  attorney  and  client,  or  to  the  Company,  in  respect 
of  useless  litigation  which  the  claimant  chose  to  force  them  to ;  ana  all 
this  for  no  other  purpose  than  securing  some  promptness  in  making 
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ooznpensation — about  wbioh  litigation  has  probably  increased  if  not 
created  the  delay. 

In  the  case  of  The  Marquis  of  Salisbury  v.  The  Great  Northern 
Bailway  Company,  5  p.  B.  N.  S.  174  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  94),  the  title 
was  shown  and  disputed,  and  ejectment  was  brought  to  try  the  title, 
and  it  was  doubted  whether  ejectment  would  lie  for  lands  of  which 
the  possession  was  to  be  undisturbed ;  but  it  was  held  to  be  by  impli- 
cation given  in  the  case  where  the  title  should  be  disputed,  solely  for 
the  purpose  of  trying  the  title,  execution  being  stayed  as  soon  as  that 
purpose  should  he  effected.  If  the  title  is  disputed,  the  section  may 
DC  held  to  give  bv  implication  a  ri^ht  to  resort  to  law,  and  by  limit- 
ing the  right  to  tne  case  of  disputea  title  all  would  be  in  order;  bat 
if  it  is  given  where  there  is  no  dispute  of  title  the  confusion  above 
described  would  follow. 

This  judgment  does  not  conflict  with  any  opinion  of  the  Court 
below,  who  considered  that  the  point  here  was  within  Lord  Salisbtuys 
Case ;  but,  as  above  mentioned,  that  case  appears  to  us  to  have  no 
application  to  the  present,  because  the  title  there  was  disputed, — ^here 
it  IS  not. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  the  defendants  are  entitled  to  succeed, 
and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  should  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed. 


♦824]  *MEMORANDA. 

Ok  the  last  day  of  Michaelmas  Term,  Mr.  Justice  Hill  resigned  his 
office  as  Judge  of  this  Court,  in  consequence  of  ill  health. 

In  the  Vacation,  John  Mellor,  Esq.,  one  of  her  Majesty's  Comisel, 
was  appointed  a  Judge  of  this  Court ;  having  been  previously  ad« 
vancea  to  the  degree  of  the  coif,  when  he  gave  rings,  with  the  motto 
''Lex  ratione  probata." 


END  OF  MICHAELMAS  VAGATIOH. 
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Tbe  Judges  who  usually  sat  in  bano  in  this  term  were : — 

COCKBUBN,  C.  J.  CbOMPTOK,  J. 

WlQHTMAN,  J.  MSLLOB,  J. 


Ex  parte  HEBBEBT,  an  Articled  Qerk.    Jan.  18. 

AUarwy, — Ariides  of  clerkship, — Omiithn  to  stamp, — 19  ds  20  Tiet,  e.  81. 

The  i^lieftBt  hsd  been  vtloled  ai  clerk  to  his  father,  and  lenred  the  flre  jean  required  by 
law  withovt  the  applicant's  knowledge,  as  he  alleged,  that  the  articles  were  not  stamped.  Th« 
•AdaTit  of  the  fkther  stated  that»  haWng  before  the  articles  been  subject  to  mach  pecuniary 
loM  and  prscsing  ezpenses,  and  a  dimination  of  professional  income  on  account  of  the  changes 
ia  the  law  and  personal  and  family  affliction,  he  was  at  the  time  of  the  articles  without  th« 
Besas  to  pay  the  stamp  duty  thereon ;  and  that  he  had  not  articled  the  applicant  specnla- 
tiTcly,  but  with  the  intention  of  ultimately  stamping  and  enrolling  the  articles.  The  Lords 
tf  the  Treasury  haTing,  under  stat  19  A  SO  Ylct  c  81,  a.  S,  directed  the  Commissioners  of 
Inland  Kerenue  to  stamp  the  articles  upon  payment  of  the  duty  and  penalty,  and  the  artidet 
haTing  been  stamped  accordingly :  Held,  by  Cockbuniy  C.  J.,  Wightman  and  Mellor,  Js., 
Croapton,  J.,  dissentiente,  that  they  might  be  enrolled,  and  the  serrice  under  them  be  com« 
peted  from  the  date  of  their  execution. 

This  was  a  motion  that  the  applicant  might  have  leave  to  enrol  his 
articles  of  clerkship,  and  that  the  ^service  thereunder  should  r«o9/> 
count  from  the  16fch  August,  1856,  being  the  day  of  their  exe-  ^  ^^ 
cation.  The  affidavit  of  the  applicant  stated  that,  at  the  age  of 
eighteen  years,  he  was,  by  articles  of  clerkship,  dated  the  16th 
August,  1856,  articled  to  his  father,  an  attornev  at  law,  for  five  years, 
which  expired  on  the  16th  August,  1861;  that  he  had  served  his 
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father  as  bis  articled  clerk  daring  the  said  term ;  that  at  the  time  of 
entering  into  the  articles  he  did  not  know  that  it  was  necessary  that 
they  should  be  stamped  before  execution,  or  that  it  was  necessary 
that  they  should  be  enrolled ;  that  when  the  articles  were  executed 
they  were  kept  by  his  father  in  his  own  possession,  and  he  never 
afterwards  saw  them  until  last  October,  when  his  father  gave  them 
to  him,  and  he  found  that  they  had  not  been  stamped,  nor  enrolled ; 
that  he  presented  a  memorial  to  the  Lords  Commissioners  of  Her 
Majesty's  Treasury  praying  that  the  Commissioners'of  Inland  Bevenue 
might  be  permitted  to  stamp  the  articles ;  and  that  their  lordships 
had  been  pleased  to  authorize  the  Commissioaer^  to  afi^  the  neces- 
sary stamp  on  payment  of  a  penalty  of  602.,  in  addition  to  the  duty 
of  802.  The  affidavit  of  the  father  of  the  applicant  stated  in  sub- 
stance that,  having  before  the  applicant  was  articled  to  him  been 
subject  to  much  pecuniary  loss  and  various  pressing  expenses,  and  a 
diminution  of  professicmal  income  on  account  of  the  changes  in  the 
law  and  personal  and  family  affliction,  he  was  at  the  time  of  the 
articles  wholly  without  the  means  to  pay  the  stamp  duty  thereon ; 
that  the  articles  were  not  duly  stampe^l  before  their  execution,  nor 
enrolled  within  six  months  from  their  date  and  execution  for  these 
reasons,  and  because  he  thought  that,  under  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  81, 
they  could  be  afterwards  stamped  on  payment  of  the  penalty  men- 
^8271  ^^^^^  ^^  ^^^^  ^statute;  that  he  had  no  preconceived  plan  to 
^  article  the  applicant  speculatively,  but  had  articled  him  solely 
with  the  intention  or  ultimately  stamping  and  enrolling  the  articles, 
and  had  been  prevented  from  so  doing  for  the  reasons  before  men- 
tioned, and  for  no  other ;  and  that  he  joined  the  applicant  in  borrow- 
ing the  sum  of  1802.  to  stamp  the  articles  and  pay  the  penalty,  which 
he  did  on  the  21st  December  instant. 

Cook  Evans,  in  support  of  the  application. — ^Ex  parte  Bishop,  9  C. 
B.  N.  S.  150  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  99)>  is  an  authority  for  granting  this 
application.  In  that  case  Erie,  C.  J.,  said,  **  If  the  non-pa vment  of 
the  duty  was  the  result  of  some  unforeseen  emergency,  something  over 
which  the  party  had  no  control,  I  should  be  disposed  to  assist  him ; 
but  if  the  omission  was  intentional,  and  part  of  a  scheme  to  make 
use  of  the  service  under  the  articles  in  the  event  of  its  proving  a 
promising  speculation,  I  should  decline  to  grant  the  application."  Sat 
the  application  in  that  ease  was  granted,  though  there  was  no  "  unfore- 
seen emergency;"  and  the  £acts  were  the  same  as  in  this  case.  [Cbomp* 
TON,  J. — Erie,  C.  J.,  when  in  this  Court,  always  expressed  a  strong 
opinion  against  relaxing  the  rule  as  to  payment  of  the  stamp  duty  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  articles;  he  laid  it  down  that  appli* 
cations  for  that  purpose  ought  not  to  be  granted  unless  there  was 
some  mistake  or  inadvertence  in  the  non-payment  of  the  stamp 
duty  .(a)  WiGHTMAN,  J.— Stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  81,  s.  S,  provides  a 
*8281  ^^^^  ^^  |)enaltie8  to  be  paid  according  to  the  time  within 
^  *  which  the  articles  are  brought  to  be  stamped :  in  that  pro* 
vision  the  Legislature  seems  to  contemplate  that  there  may  be  a  h<Jd* 
ing  over  of  the  payment  of  the  duty.] 

OooKBURN,  0.  J. — ^I  think  that  this  application  should  be  acceded 
to.    Stat.  19  &  20  Yict  a  81,  s.  8,  has  altered  the  law  relating  to  the 

(a)  See  Ez  parte  WiUUms,  eonun  BA%  J.,  in  Ball  Coart»  S  Jv.  N.  S.  IM. 
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stamping  of  articles  of  clerkship  to  attorneys.  Before  the  passing  of 
tbat  statute,  if  the  stamp  on  articles  of  clerkship  had  not  been  affixed 
within  six  months  from  their  date,  the  Commissioners  of  Stamps 
were  prohibited  from  afterwards  stamping  them,  even  on  the  payment 
of  a  penalty  .(a)  That  law  is  no  longer  in  force ;  for  by  sect.  8  of 
Stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  81,  the  Gi)mmissioners  of  Inland  Bevenue,  in 
any  case  where  they  shall  be  directed  so  to  do  by  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury,  may  stamp  the  articles  upon  payment  of  the  duty  and  of  a 
penalty,  according  to  A  graduated  scale.  In  this  case  the  applicant 
has  served  the  required  five  years,  and  the  only  defect  in  the  articles 
is  the  non  payment  of  the  stamp  duty  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  articles.  The  Court  has  always  considered  it  a  duty  to  protect 
the  revenue ;  but  under  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  81,  the  Lords  of  the 
Treasury,  who  are  the  guardians  of  the  revenue,  and  we  must  assume 
that  they  are  the  best  judges  of  the  circumstances,  have  thought  fit 
to  allow  these  articles  to  be  stamped.  That  statute  makes  all  the 
difference  between  this  and  many  previous  cases. 

Besides,  this  case  is  on  all  fours  with  Ex  parte  Bishop,  9  C.  B.  N. 
S.  160  (E.  C.  L.  B.  99),  and,  I  think,  within  the  principle  which  gov- 
erned the  decision  in  that  case. 

*WiGHTMAN,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  only  objec-  r^oQo 
tion  to  such  an  application  as  this  before  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  ^  '^ 
81,  was  that,  the  articles  not  being  properly  stamped,  the  Court,  for 
the  protection  of  the  revenue,  refused  to  interfere.  That  difficulty  is 
obviated  by  the  power  which,  under  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  81,  s.  8, 
the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  have  of  ordering  the  Commissioners  of 
Inland  Bevenue  to  stamp  articles  on  payment  of  a  penalty  according 
to  a  graduated  scale,  amounting,  when  four  years  have  elapsed  since 
the  date  of  the  articles,  to  the  sum  of  502.  If  the  Lords  of  the  Trea- 
sury, who  are  the  judges  of  the  matter,  are  of  opinion  that  loss  to 
the  revenue  would  be  obviated  by  imposing  a  penalty  of  60L,  no 
harm  is  done  to  the  revenue,  and  this  Court  will  not  interfere  with 
the  discretion  of  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury  in  the  matter  of  revenue. 
Independently  of  any  consideration  arising  on  the  statute.  Ex  parte 
Bishop  is  a  direct  authority  in  favour  of  the  application;  and  I  rather 
prefer  to  decide  the  case  upon  that  authority. 

Cbompton,  J. — I  should  be  sorry  to  decide  in  favour  of  giving 
this  indulgence  under  sect.  3  of  stat.  19  &  20  Vict  a  81,  without 
farther  considering  that  enactment,  together  with  sects.  8  and  9  of 
stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  73,  the  statute  regulating  the  admission  of  attorneys, 
which  is  a  matter  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  and  sect.  2  of 
stat.  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  86.  It  does  not  appear  to  me  that  the  graduated 
scale  of  penalties  removes  the  objection  to  the  non-payment  of  the 
duty  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  articles.  Because,  if  the 
articled  clerk  were  to  die  or  give  up  his  intention  of  following  the 
^profession  of  an  attorney,  the  revenue  would  lose  the  amount  r«oQA 
of  the  stamp  duty.  I  should  wish  to  see  whether  the  jurisdic-  ^ 
tion  over  this  matter  is  in  this  Court  or  in  the  Lords  of  the  Treasury ; 
and  I  fear  that  we  are  opening  a  side-door  for  parties  to  enter  into 
articles  upon  the  speculation  that  this  indulgence  will  be  granted. 
But  I  am  not  sorry  for  the  decision  to  which  the  majority  of  the 

(o)  Sm  HM.  r  Q.  ^  e.  44|  I.  4. 
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Court  have  come,  especially  after  the  decision  in  Ex  parte  Bishop,  9 
C.  B.  N.  S.  150  OS.  C.  L.  K.  vol.  94),  in  which  the  application  was 

f  ranted  notwithstanding  there  was  no  unforeseen  emergency,  though 
think  that  the  ratio  decidendi  does  not  apply  to  this  case :  Erie,  C.  J., 
Eoints  to  the  distinction  between  cases  in  which  a  sudden  emergency 
as  prevented  the  money  from  being  forthcoming  for  payment  of  the 
stamp  duty  and  cases  in  which  there  has  been  a  continued  non-pay- 
ment from  other  causes.  This  case  looks  more  like  the  latter  class. 
The  applicant  indeed  says  that  he  did  not  know  that  the  articles  were 
not  stamped ;  but  the  father  and  son  are  so  intimately  connected,  that 
I  do  not  think  that  is  a  sufficient  excuse.  There  ought  to  be  an  inten- 
tion in  the  mind  of  one  of  the  parties  to  the  articles  to  pay  the  stamp 
duty. 
Mbllob,  J.,  concurred  with  Cockbubk,  C.  J.,  and  Wightican,  J, 

Application  granted. 


*881]  *LAMB  V.  ATTENBOEOUGH.    Jan.  16. 

Factors'  Ads,  6  G.  4,  c.  94,  and  5  (^  6  Vict.  c.  Z9.--Merckanf»  clcrk,--Dock  warranls. 

1.  The  Factors'  Aots,  6  G.  i,  o.  94,  and  5  A  6  Vict  o.  S9,  do  not  apply  to  the  ease  of  master 
and  serrant,  and  therefore, 

3.  Where  a  wine  merchant  gave  aothority  to  his  clerk  to  sign  detirery  orders  in  hts  master's 
&ame,  and  receire  docic  warrants  in  his  own,  whioh  he  likewise  authorised  htm  to  pledge  for 
the  purposes  of  the  master's  hnsiness,  the  clerk  having  firandalently  deposited  some  of  these 
dock  warrants  with  a  pawnbroker  as  a  secnrity  for  money  boniL  flde  lent  to  him :  held,  that 
the  clerk  was  not  an  agent  within  the  Factors'  Acts,  6  G.  4,  c  94,  and  5  A  6  Viet.  e.  S9,  and 
oonseqnently,  that  the  merchant  was  entitled  to  recover  the  dock  warrants  from  the  pawn- 
broker. 

The  first  count  was  for  the  conversion  of  five  dock  warrants,  three 
being  of  the  St.  Katherine's,  and  two  of  the  Victoria  Docks. 

The  second  count  was  in  detinue  for  the  same. 

To  both  counts  the  defendant  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  a 
traverse  of  the  plaintiflF's  property  in  the  dock  warrants :  and  to  the 
second  count  he  also  pleaded  that,  before  the  alleged  detention,  and 
after  the  passing  of  stat.  6  &  6  Yict.  c.  89,  one  Alexander  Bryant  was 
an  agent  within  the  meaning  of  that  statute,  and  was  intrusted  with 
the  possession  of  the  dock  warrants,  the  same  then  being  documents 
of  title  to  goods  within  the  meaning  of  that  statute ;  and,  being  so 
intrusted  as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  then  bonfi  fide  deposited  the  same 
in  three  several  lots  with  the  defendant,  to  be  by  him  kept  as  pledges 
and  securities  for  the  repayment  to  the  defendant  by  Alexander 
Bryant,  of  three  several  sums  of  60?.,  100?.,  and  441,  then  bona  fide 
lent  and  advanced  by  the  defendant  to  Alexander  Bryant,  upon  the 
security  of  the  dock  warrants,  and  also  for  interest  payable  by  Alex- 
♦8821  *^^®^  Bryant  to  the  defendant  upon  the  *three  several  sums 
-I  thenceforth  until  the  same  respectively  should  be  repaid  to  the 
defendant ;  and  the  defendant  received  and  had  the  dock  warrants  for 
the  purpose  and  on  the  terms  aforesaid,  and  neither  the  plaintiff  nor 
Alexander  Bryant  repaid  the  three  several  sums  of  money,  &c.,  or  the 
interest  thereon,  &c.,  to  the  defendant,  &c.,  wherefore  the  defendant 
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detained  the  dock  warrants,  wbioh  was  the  detention  alleged  against 
him. 

Issue  on  all  the  pleas. 

First  replication  to  the  fourth  plea.  That  Alexander  Bryant  was 
not  intrusted,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  with  the  possession 
of  the  dock  warrants. 

Second  replication  to  the  fourth  plea.  That  when  Alexander 
Bryant,  being  such  agent  and  so  intrusted  as  in  the  plea  mentioned, 
acted  as  in  that  plea  mentioned,  and  deposited  the  dock  warrants  with 
the  defendant  as  in  that  plea  mentioned.,  he,  Alexander  Bryant,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute,  deviated  from  the  express  orders  and 
authority  received  by  him  from  the  owner  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute  and  of  the  proviso  therein  in  that  behalf  of  the  dock  warrants. 

Issue  on  both  replications. 

On  the  trial,  before  Mellor,  J.,  at  the  London  Sittings  after  Michael- 
mas Term,  1861,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  wine  merchant, 
who  had  wine  lying  at  the  St.  Katherine's  and  Victoria  Docks.  He 
engaged  as  his  clerk  Alexander  Bryant,  mentioned  in  the  plea,  to 
whom  he  gave  authority  to  sign  delivery  orders  in  his  master's  name, 
and  receive  dock  warrants  in  his  own,  which  warrants  he  likewise 
authorized  him  to  pledge,  for  the  purposes  of  his  master's  business. 
A.  B.  acted  on  this  authority,  and  signed  many  delivery  orders, 
usually  in  his  master's  name,  though  in  some  instances  in  his  own. 
*A.  B.,  having  fraudulently  deposited  five  of  these  dock  war-  r^ooo 
rants  with  the  defendant,  who  was  a  pawnbroker,  as  a  security  '- 
for  money  bonfi  fide  lent  to  him,  the  plaintiff  brought  the  present 
action  to  recover  them.  The  defence  being  that  A.  B.  was  an  "agent 
intrusted  with  the  possession  of  goods"  within  the  Factors'  Act,  6  & 
6  Yict.  c.  39,  and  consequently  that  the  transactions  between  him  and 
the  defendant  were  protected  by  that  statute,  the  Judge,  reserving 
leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  that  point,  left 
to  the  jury  to  say :  Had  A.  B.  authority  to  obtain  dock  warrants 
except  for  his  master's  business?  telling  them  if  he  had  not  he  was 
not  an  agent  within  the  statute ;  neither  was  he  such  agent  if  he  had 
deviated  from  the  instructions  given  him  in  this  respect.  The  jury 
found  that  A.  B.  had  pledged  the  warrants  fraudulently,  as  he  had  no 
authority  to  use  them  except  for  the  business  of  his  master ;  and  a 
verdict  was  returned  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  claimed,  subject 
to  be  reduced  to  nominal  damages  on  the  warrants  being  given  up. 

Day  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  a  nonstut,  or  for  a  new  trial  on 
the  ground  of  misdirection. — If  this  case  had  arisen  under  the  Factors' 
Act,  6  G.  4,  c.  94,  Bryant  would  clearly  not  have  been  an  agent  within 
the  meaning  of  that  Act :  Phillips  v.  fiuth,  6  M.  &  W.  572.t  But  it 
depends  on  the  subsequent  Factors'  Act,  6  &  6  Yict.  c.  89,  the  1st 
section  of  which  enacts :  "  After  the  passing  of  this  Act  any  agent 
who  shall  thereafter  be  intrusted  with  the  possession  of  goods,  or  of 
the  documents  of  title  to  goods,  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  owner 
of  such  goods  and  documents,  so  far  as  to  give  validity  to  any  r^iooj 
^contract  or  agreement  by  way  of  pledge,  lien,  or  security  *• 
hand  fide  made  by  any  person  with  such  agent  so  intrusted  as  afore- 
said, as  well  as  K>r  any  original  loan,  advance,  or  payment  made  upon 
the  security  of  such  goods  or  documents,  as  also  for  any  further  or 
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contintiing  advance  in  respect  thereof,  and  such  contract  or  agreement 
shall  be  binding  upon  ana  good  against  the  owner  of  such  gOKxis,  and 
all  other  persons  interested  therein,  notwithstanding  the  person  claim- 
ing snch  pledge  or  lien  may  have  had  notice  that  the  person  wilh 
whom  sucn  contract  or  agreement  is  made  is  only  an  agent."  The 
words  of  this  Act  are  "  any  agen(^  '*  intrusted  with  the  possession  of 
goods,"  and  Bryant  was  clearly  snch  an  agent.  It  is  true  he  was  a 
clerk ;  but  he  was  not  in  the  position  of  a  clerk  who  has  only  a  minis- 
terial duty  to  discharge ;  for  he  had  discretionary  power  to  pledge 
dock  warrants  for  the  use  of  his  employer.  This  statute  ought  to 
receive  a  liberal  construction ;  for  it  is  a  well-established  principle  that 
the  person  who  does  an  act  whereby  another  is  enabled  to  do  mischief 
should  bear  the  loss  occasioned  by  it,  and  here  that  party  is  the  plain- 
tiff who  intrusted  Bryant  to  the  extent  he  did.  [Oockburn,  C.  J.— 
The  Factors'  Acts  were  never  meant  to  apply  to  cases  of  this  kind. 
The  first  of  them,  4  G.  4,  c.  88,  is  entitled  *'  An  Act  for  the  better  pro- 
tection of  the  property  of  merchants  and  others,  who  may  hereafter 
enter  into  contracts  or  agreements  in  relation  to  goods,  wares,  or 
merchandises  intrusted  to  motors  or  agents ;"  and  it  begins  by  reciting, 
"  Whereas  it  has  been  found  that  the  law,  as  it  now  stands,  relating 
to  goods  shipped  in  the  names  of  persons  who  are  not  the  actual  pro- 
prietors thereof,  and  to  tlje  deposit  or  pledge  of  goods,  affords  great 
facility  to  fraud,  produces  frequent  litigation,  and  proves,  in  its  effects, 

♦8851  ^^S^^7  i^j^ri<^^8  to  the  interests  of  commerce  *in  general.^ 
J  This  is  not  a  case  under  that  Act.  [Blackburn,  J. — In  Wood 
V.  Bowcliffe,  6  Hare  188,  191,  Wigram,  V.  C,  held  that  the  Factors* 
Acts,  6  G.  4,  c.  94,  and  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  39,  were  never  understood  to 
apply  to  other  than  mercantile  transactions.]  That  was  the  case  of 
advances  made  on  the  security  of  furniture,  used  in  a  furnished  hoase, 
to  the  apparent  owner  who  was  only  the  agent. 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — No  rule  ought  to  be  granted :  for  the  direction 
of  the  Judge  was  right,  and  so  was  the  verdict.  I  entertain  no  doubt 
that  this  case  is  not  within  either  of  the  Factors'  Acts  referred  to. 
The  relation  between  the  parties  here  was  that  of  master  and  servant, 
not  that  of  principal  and  agent.  Bryant  being  the  clerk,  and  in  that 
sense  the  servant,  of  the  plaintiff,  had  authority  to  sign  delivery  orders 
on  his  behalf,  and  give  them  to  persons  dealing  with  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  course  of  his  business ;  and  acting  on  that  authority,  be,  in  fraud 
of  his  principal,  assigned  some  away.  The  plaintiff  would  of  course 
be  concluded  by  what  his  servant  did  by  his  authority,  but  he  is 
bound  no  farther ;  and  consequently,  when  we  find  that  these  dock 
warrants  were  parted  with  by  nis  servant  without  his  authority,  they 
still  remain  his  property,  and  he  is  entitled  to  recover  them  from  the 
party  to  whom  they  were  pledged. 

CBOMPToy,  J. — I  entirely  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice.  These 
statutes  contemplate  the  relation  of  principal  and  agent.  They  per- 
haps extend  a  little  beyond  the  case  of  factors,  but  still  fall  short  of 
including  that  of  master  and  servant. 

JBlackbubn,  J.,  concurred.  Bule  refused. 
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QmtraeL — h^oney, — Replicaiion^on  tqjiUahU  grounds. — Common  Law  Procedure  Act^ 

1854,  17  &  18  Vid.  e.  125,  e.  S5.— Departure. 

Declftntion  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  and  goods  l>argahied,  sold,  and  delirered.  PIea« 
ittfanoj.  Roplieation  on  equitable  grounds,  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  accming  of 
tike  eanses  of  aetton,  with  knowledge  of  his  tme  age,  fUsely  and  fVandulently  represented  to 
the  phuBtifT  that  he,  the  defendant,  was  of  ftiU  age,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  induced  to  enter 
into  the  contract  and  snpply  tiie  goods.    On  demorrer,  held, 

L  That  the  replioation  was  no  answer  to  the  plea  either  at  law,  or  as  an  equitable  replication 
wider  seeL  85  of  the  Common  Law  Prooednre  Act,  1864, 17  A  18  Vict  c.  125. 

2.  That  it  was  a  departure  fVom  the  declaration. 

DscLABATiON'  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  and  goods  bargained, 
sold,  and  delivered ;  and  for  work  and  labour ;  and  for  money  paid ; 
and  for  money  dne  on  accounts  stated. 

Pleas.    1.  Never  indebted.    Issue  thereon. 

2.  That  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  contracting  of  the  said 
debt,  was  an  infant  within  the  age  of  twenty-one  yeaijs. 

Beplication  to  the  second  plea  upon  equitable  grounds :  that  the 
defendant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  accruing  of  the  causes  of 
action  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  with  knowledge  of  his  true  a^e, 
falsely  and  fraudulently  represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  he  the  de- 
fendant then  was  of  full  age,  whereby  the  plaintiff,  then  having  no 
knowledge  or  means  of  knowledge  that  the  defendant  then  was  not  of 
full  age,  was  induced  to  make  and  enter  into  the  said  contracts  in  the 
declaration  mentioned,  and  to  supply  the  said  goods  therein  mentioned 
to  the  defendant ;  and  that^  but  for  such  false  and  fraudulent  repre- 
sentations as  aforesaid,  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  entered  into  the 
6aid  contracts  or  supplied  the  said^ods,  or  any  part  thereof. 

Demurrer  and  joinder  therein. 

*Oibbons,  for  the  defendant. — First,  the  replication,  if  treated  r^ooif 
as  a  legal  replication,  is  a  departure  from  the  declaration.  **A^ 
departure  takes  place  when,  in  any  pleading,  the  party  deserts  the 
ground  that  he  took  in  his  last  antecedent  pleading,  and  resorts  to 
another  :'^  Stephen  on  Pleading,  p.  32,  6th  ed.  The  declaration  is 
upon  a  contract.  The  replication  making  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ant to  depend  on  a  false  representation,  converts  the  action  into  an 
action  in  tort,  which  cannot  be  done.:  Manby  v.  Scott,  1  Sid.  109, 129 ; 
Johnson  v.  Pie,  1  Keb.  905,  918,  1  Lev.  169  ;(a)  Jennings  v.  Bundall, 
per  Lord  Kenyon,  8  T.  R.  835,  336 ;  Green  v.  Greenbank,  2  Marsh  485 
(E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  4).  [CocKBURN,  C.  J.— Those  cases  only  decided 
that,  if  goods  are  delivered  to  an  infimt  under  a  contract,  the  party 
who  delivered  them  cannot  bring  trover  or  case  against  him,  and  are 
not  applicable  to  a  fraudulent  representation  made  oy  an  infant.]  The 
plaintiff  has  elected  to  declare  on  a  contract.  .^ 

Secondly,  if  the  replication  is  treated  as  an  equitable  replication,  zt 
is  bad,  because  the  answer  which  it  sets  up  to  the  plea  does  not  show 
such  an  equity  as  can  be  pleaded  under  sect.  85  of  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125.  In  Johnson  v.  Pie  it  was 
held  that  an  infant  could  not  be  made  liable  for  a  fraudulent  repre- 
sentation that  he  was  of  full  age,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  induced 
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to  contract  with  him ;  and  the  reason  eiven  in  the  report  in  1  Keb. 
914,  against  an  action  being  maintainiu>le  on  the  affirmation  by  the 
defendant  that  he  was  of  full  age  is,  that  ''also  by  this  means  all  the 
*8^81   P^^^^  ^^  infancy  would  *be  taken  away,  for  such  affirmations 

^  are  in  every  contract."  The  correctness  of  that  decision  was 
recognised  by  Parke,  B.,  in  Price  v.  Hewett,  8  Exch.  146,  148.t  In 
The  Liverpool  Adelphi  Loan  Association  v.  Fairhurst  and  Wife,  9 
Exch.  422,  429, t  it  was  held,  for  a  similar  reason,  that  the  husband 
could  not  be  made  liable  in  an  action  against  him  and  his  wife  for  a 
fraudulent  representation  by  the  wife  that  she  was  sole  and  unmar- 
ried at  the  time  of  making  toe  contract,  for,  "  if  this  were  allowed,  it 
is  obvious  that  the  wife  would  lose  the  protection  which  the  law  gives 
her  against  contracts  made  b^  her  during  coverture." 

Beasky,  contr^. — The  repbcation  is  good  as  an  equitabk  replication. 
The  decisions  in  Courts  of  equity  have  established  it  as  an  equitable 
doctrine  that  an  infant  who  obtains  a  loan  on  a  representation,  which 
he  knows  to  be  false,  that  he  was  of  age,  is  estopped  from  pleading 
his  infancy :  Ex  parte  The  Unity  Joint  Stock  Mutual  Banking  Asso* 
ciation  In  re  Kins,  S  De  Gh.  &  Jones  68 ;  Cory  v.  Gertcken,  2  Madd.  40 ; 
Watts  V.  CresweU,  2  Eq.  Cas.  Abr.  515,  516,  pi.  8,  9  Vin.  Abr.  415, 
tit.  Enfant,  pi.  24 ;  Clarke  v.  Cobley,  2  Cox  Eq.  Cas.  178 ;  Bristow  v. 
Eastman,  1  Esp.  172.  [Cbohpton,  J. — Bristow  v.  Eastman  was  not 
an  action  on  an  actual  contract.]  Watts  v,  CresweU  is  cited  in  Sav- 
age 1;.  Foster,  9  Mod.  85,  p.  88 ;  and  it  is  said,  in  note  b,  "  Tliat  an 
infant  who  is  privy  to  or  practises  a  fraud  shall  be  bound  in  thcs  same 
manner  as  if  he  had  been  adult."  [Cbohpton,  J. — In  Bullen  and 
Leake's  Precedents  of  Pleadings,  which  contains  a  very  convenient 
and  well-arranged  collection  of  rules  as  to  when  a  defence  on  equita- 
*8891   ^^^  grounds  may  be  pleaded,  it  *is  laid  down,  page  882,  note  (a): 

-1  "Equitable  replications  will  not  be  allowed  which  are  inoon- 
sistent  with  the  legal  right  alleged  in  the  declaration."  And,  after 
citing  the  instances  in  Hunter  v.  Gibbons,  1  H.  &  N.  459,t  and  Gul- 
liver V.  Gulliver,  1  H.  &  N.  174,t  they  add:  "These  replications  are 
objectionable,  both  as  being  departures  from  the  declaration  and  as 
setting  up  matter  for  a  suit  in  equity  instead  of  a  cause  of  action  at 
law."  This  replication  is  contrary  to  both  of  the  rules  there  laid 
down.]  In  page  858,  note  (a),  it  is  said,  "In  an  action  brought  upon 
the  contract,  the  representation  might  perhaps  in  some  cases  form  a 
good  replication  upon  equitable  grounds  to  a  plea  of  infancy." 
[Crompton,  J. — That  suggestion  is  thrown  out  very  gently.")  By 
sect.  84  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  17  k  18  Vict  a 
125,  "  the  plaintiff  may  reply,  in  answer  to  any  plea  of  the  defendant, 
facts  which  avoid  such  plea  upon  equitable  grounds."  It  was  intended 
by  this  and  the  preceding  sections  to  give  parties  the  benefit  of  an 
equitable  answer  or  defence  without  incurring  the  expense  or  incon- 
venience of  going  into  a  Court  of  equity.  [Cookbubn,  0.  J,^— But  it 
was  not  intended  to  invest  a  Court  01  common  law  with  power  to 
give  relief  in  all  cases  in  which  a  Court  of  eauity  would  give  it  If 
this  Court  could  not  give  redress  when  all  tne  facts  were  stated  in 
the  declaration,  it  was  not  intended  that  redress  should  be  given  by 
an  equitable  replication.]  In  De  Pothonier  v.  De  Mattos,  E.  B.  &  E. 
461,  466  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  96),  Lord  Campbell  said  that  "the  object 
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of  86ct.  85  of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  was  to  allow 
an  equitable  replication  to  a  plea  which  sets  out  facts  that  can  be 
answered  upon  equitable  grounds :  such  a  plea,  in  fact,  as  the  Court 
*would,  before  the  statute,  have  set  aside  in  the  exercise  of  r*o4A 
what  was  called  its  equitable  jurisdiction."  [CROMPToy,  J. —  ^ 
Wherever  there  is  want  of  good  faith  in  pleading  a  plea,  we  have 
jurisdiction  to  set  it  aside  independently  of  the  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1854.  The  replication  in  De  Pothonier  v.De  Mattos  did  not 
set  up  a  new  equitable  right,  nor  was  it  a  departure  from  the  declara- 
tion, but  it  alleged  that  the  plaintiff,  having  a  legal  right  to  sue  for 
another  person,  had  given  a  release ;  though  I  remember  thinking 
that  the  decision  in  that  case  went  too  far.  In  this  case  the  replica- 
tion does  not  avoid  the  plea,  but  says,  in  effect,  ''  If  I  had  added  a 
certain  fSeict  in  my  declaration,  a  Court  of  equity  would  have  relieved 
mcT  In  Vorley  v.  Barratt.  1  C.  B.  N.  S.  225  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  87),  it 
was  held  that  an  equitable  replication  might  be  a  good  legal  as  well 
as  equitable  answer  to  a  plea.  [Cockburn,  C.  J. — A  Court  of  equity 
might  say  to  the  defendant,  '*  You  shall  not  set  up  infancy ;"  this 
Court  cannot  prevent  him  from  pleading  a  plea  of  infancy:  or  a 
Court  of  equity  might  say  to  the  plaintiff,  "  We  will  give  you  leave 
to  amend  your  bill  by  setting  out  all  the  facts,"  which  this  Court  can- 
not do.  Cbompton,  J. — ^Is  there  any  case  in  which  a  Court  of  equity 
has  interfered  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  pleading 'his  infancy?] 
No.  Nelson  v.  Stocker,  4  De  6.  &  Jones  458,  may  be  cited,  but  there 
the  facts  did  not  raise  the  equitable  doctrine. 

Gibbons  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

CocKBUBN,  C.  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  replication  affords  no 
answer  to  the  plea  either  at  law  or  in  equity.  *As  to  the  first,  p^g. 
the  test  is  whether,  upon  the  whole  of  the  facts,  taking  the  '- 
declaration,  pled,  and  replication  together,  the  plaintiff  makes  out  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  defendant.  The  state  of  facts,  so  taken, 
is  that  the  defendant,  being  a  minor,  represented  himself  to  the  plain* 
tiff  as  a  person  of  full  age,  and  by  that  representation  induced  the 
plaintiff  to  enter  into  a  contract  with  him,  which  he  has  failed  to  per- 
form. If  these  facts  were  stated  in  extenso  in  the  declaration,  could 
the  action  be  maintained  ?  Clearly  not.  Therefore  the  replication 
affords  no  legal  answer  to  the  plea. 

.  Again,  the  facts  stated  in  the  replication  would  not  be  an  answer 
if  infancy  were  pleaded  to  a  bill  in  equity  for  a  specific  performance 
of  the  contract.  It  may  be  that  a  Court  of  equity  would  afford  relief 
against  a  fraud  of  this  nature  on  the  part  of  an  infant;  but  that 
would  be  only  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  not  on  the  ground  of  contract. 
In  the  cases  cited  the  suit  was  against  the  infant,  in  respect  of  a 
fraud,  and  redress  was  given  against,  him  because  he  had  been  guilty 
of  fraud.  Therefore  those  cases  do  not  show  that  fraud  is  an  answer 
to  a  plea  of  infancy,  which,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  avoids  a  con- 
tract except  for  necessaries ;  though  a  Court  of  equity  would  compel 
the  infant  to  make  restitution  or  do  equity. 

Moreover,  the  replication  is  a  departure.  The  declaration  is  on  a 
contract  for  money  payable  for  goods  supplied  to  the  d^endant ;  the 
plea  answers  that ;  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  put  the  plea  aside  by  reply- 
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ing  a  tort    That  !b  a  departure,  the'  nature  of  the  cause  of  aolioa 
being  changed. 

Gbomptox,  J. — ^It  is  clear  that  if  this  had  professed  to  be  a  rep- 
*R421  ^^^^^^^^  based  upon  lesal,  and  not  upon  equitable  *groun<^ 
^  it  would  not  prevent  tne  defence  pleaded  dj  the  plea  from 
being  applicable  to  the  action.  It  is  clear  on  the  authorities,  both  as 
to  coverture  and  infancy,  which  stand  on  the  same  footing,  that,  when- 
ever a  tort  is  connectea  wiih  a  contract  made  with  a  married  woman 
or  an  in&nt,  it  does  not  prevent  them  from  pleading  their  incapaoitj 
to  contract.  The  case  of  Wright  v.  Leonard,  11  C.  B.  N.  8.  258,  is  a 
strong  authority  on  this  point.  My  brothers  Williams  and  Willes, 
who  aiffered  from  the  rest  of  the  Court  in  holding  that  there  was  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  husband  and  wife,  admitted  that  a  married 
woman  is  exempted  from  liability  for  fraud  where  it  is  directly  con- 
nected with  a  contract  made  with  her,  and  is  the  means  of  effecting 
it,  and  part  of  the  same  transaction,  which  is  the  principle  of  the  deci- 
sion in  The  Liverpool  Adelphi  Loan  Association  v.  Fairhurst  and 
Wife,  9  Exch.  422  ;t  though  they  disputed  the  application  of  the 
principle  to  that  case  on  the  ground  that  there  had  been  no  contract 
wiUi  the  wife.  That,  therefore,  is  a  strong  authority  that  the  repK- 
cation  would  be  a  departure  if  set  up  as  avoiding  the  plea. 

Then  is  it  matter  which  may  be  set  up,  in  a  replication  upon  equita- 
ble grounds,  under  sect.  86  of  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act. 
1854  ?  I  think  not.  I  adhere  to  the  rule  stated  by  Mr.  Bullen  and 
Mr.  Leake,  in  the  passage  which  I  have  read ;  (a)  and  I  think  that  this 
replication  would  be  a  departure  in  equity  as  well  as  law,  because  the 
matter  it  sets  up  is  an  equitable  right  compounded  of  tort  and  con- 
tract. This  is  not  matter  on  which  the  plaintiff  might  have  gone 
into  a  Court  of  equity.  There  have  been  cases  in  which  a  Court  of 
*8431  ^^'^y  ^^  ^acted  in  the  exercise  of  its  peculiar  jurisdiction  as 
^  to  fraud,  which  is  different  from  that  in  our  Courts ;  but  we  are 
not  to  act  as  a  Court  of  equitv  in  enforcing  mere  equitable  rights.  The 
nearest  case  to  this  is  Yorley  v.  BarraU,  1  C.  B.  N.  S.  225  (E.  C.  L. 
B.  vol.  87),  where  the  plaintiff  sued  for  contribution  as  surety ;  the 
replication  did  not  substitute  a  new  right  and  alter  the  original  lia- 
bility, but  set  up  a  subsequent  discharge.  The  answer  to  the  plea 
there  was  that  there  was  a  mistake  or  collusion,  which  is  different 
from  setting  up  an  answer  which  goes  to  a  different  course  <^  action. 
I  think  that  the  rule  is  that  an  equitable  replication  cannot  be  pleaded 
to  a  legal  plea  if  it  merely  shows  that  the  plaintiff  has  some  right  in 
equity,  which  is  ground  for  applying  to  a  Court  of  equity. 

Also  the  replication  is  bad  as  a  departure,  which  is  an  objection 
open  on  general  demurrer  (though  there  has  been  some  doubt  as  to 
that),  because  it  sets  up  a  tort,  the  original  cause  of  action  being  a 
contract. 

MsLLOB,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  An  equitable  ground  is 
relied  upon  in  the  replication,  and  one  which  is  matter  for  a  suit  in  a 
Court  of  equity :  that  is  not  within  sect.  86  of  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1854. 

I  am  also  pf  opinion  that  the  replication  is  a  departure ;  and  tlier»- 
fore,  on  both  grounds,  the  demurrer  ought  tp  be  allowed. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant 

(«)8M^8S0. 


1  BEST  &  SMITH.    Q.  B.  844 


♦Ex  parte  WOOLDKIDGB.    Jan.  20.  [*844 

Fnaidly  Soddy.—'lb  db  19  Vict  e,  63,  m.  41.  42.— /timdtc^ton  of  County  Court, 

Bale  16  of  ft  friendly  aooMty  proTided,  thM  ft  dispnto  of  any  kind  whfttaoeTor  ftriding  under 
the  rolee  aliDald  be  referred  to  ft  oommittee.  By  mle  22,  nny  member  in  the  receipt  of  the  gifts 
of  the  Soeiety  being  foand  impoaing  on  the  Society  was  to  be  expelled.  A  member  of  the 
Soeiety  in  the  teeeipt  of  pay  was  charged  with  receiving  fall  pay  when  he  was  only  entitled  to 
half  pfty»  and,  (he  matter  being  referred  to  a  eopimittee  under  mle  16,  he  was  expelled,  but 
vilhont  being  heard  before  the  eommiltee.  Upon  ^>plieation  for  a  mandamns  to  reinstate  him 
as  ft  member  of  the  Society, 

1.  Held  by  Crompten,  Blaokbnm,  and  Mellor,  Jt.,  Coekbnm,  C.  J.,  dubitante,  that  the  Connty 
Court  had  Jurisdiction,  nnder  stat.  18  A  19  Viot  c  63,  ss.  41,  At,  to  order  him  to  be  reinsteted, 
if  he  had  been  improperly  expelled. 

%  Qmmrtf  whether  this  waa  a  dispute  wiUiin  rule  16 ;  but»  if  it  was,  held  that  the  County 
Court  might  order  the  Society  to  hear  the  applioant 

This  was  an  application  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Loyal  Nelson 
Lodge  of  the  Midland  Counties  Order  of  Odd  Fellows,  held  at  Wood- 
side,  in  the  county  of  Worcester,  being  a  duly  registered  Friendly 
Society,  to  show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should,  not  issue  command- 
ing the  Society  to  reinstate  George  Wooldridge  as  a  member  of  the 
Society,  upon  service  of  the  rule  on  the  secretary  of  the  Society.  The 
applicant  became  a  member  of  the  Lodge  on  the  15th  November, 
1841.  In  August.  1860,  he  became  blind,  and  under  the  rules  of  the 
club  he  was  entitled  to  7*.  a  week  for  six  months  and  Ss,  6rf.  a  week 
afterwards.  He  applied  for  and  received  his  sick  pay  at  the  rate  of 
7s.  a  week  until  the  22d  April,  1861.  It  was  then  discovered  that  he 
had  unintentionally  received  full  pay  for  seven  weeks  longer  than, 
according  to  the  rules,  he  ought  to  nave  received  it,  and  he  repaid  the 
excess  to  the  treasurer  on  the  6th  May.  Payments  at  the  reduced 
rate  of  Ss,  6A  a  week  were  made  to  the  applicant  from  that  time  until 
the  IStfa  Atigust,  when  his  daughter,  upon  going  as  usual  for  the  sick 
pay,  was  *told  by  the  secretary  that  orders  had  been  given  to  t^o^k 
pay  no  more,  because  she  had  received  from  the  treasurer  a  '• 
full  week's  pay  on  the  6th  May,  when  the  money  received  in  excess 
was  repaid ;  and  that,  for  that  reason,  the  applicant  had  been  expelled 
from  the  Lodge.  The  applicant  was  required  to  attend  with  his 
daughter,  on  the  Lodge  night,  on  the  26th  August.  They  did  so,  and 
were  not  allowed  to  go  into  the  Lodge  meeting-room ;  but  some  of  the 
members  came  out  and  repeated  that  he  had  received  too  much,  and 
at  the  close  of  the  evening  they  informed  him  that  they  did  not  intend 
to  pay  him  any  more.  In  answer  to  a  letter  by  the  attorney  of  the 
»plicant,  demanding  his  pay,  one  of  the  trustees  wrote,  on  the  5th 
jptember,  1861,  as  follows :  "  Wooldridge's  case,  of  the  Lodge  of 
which  I  am  trustee,  has  been  heard  before  two  committees,  and  then 
referred  to  the  whole  Lodge  according  to  rule  16;  and  it  >Yas  clearly 
proved  that  he  had  received  moneys  unlawfully  in  receiving  whole 
pay  when  he  should  only  have  received  half  pay,  and  that,  after 
returning  some  of  the  moneys  that  he  had  received,  he  again  sent, 
and  they  received  the  full  amount  again,  which  they  must  well  know 
that  they  were  doing  wrong."  On  the  7th  October,  which  was  the 
usual  club  quarter  night,  the  applicant  tendered  his  quarter's  money, 
wbmi  the  officer  who  received  the  members'  payments,  one  of  tne 
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trustees,  said  that  tbey  would  not  receive  it;  they  bad  crossed  liis 
name  out  of  the  books. 

The  rules  of  the  Society  were  duly  certified  and  enrolled  under  stat. 
18  &  19  Vict.  c.  68.    The  following  were  referred  to. 

''6.  That  this  Lodge  shall  consist  of  an  unlimited  number  of  mem- 
^84B1  ^^^^)  ^^  business  thereof  shall  be  *conducted  by  a  committee 
■I  of  management,  consisting  of  the  following  ofiicers,  viz,,"  4c.; 
"that  five  shall  form  a  quorum.  The  meetings  shall  be  held  every 
third  Monday,  at  half-past  seven,o'clock  in  the  evening,  and  continue 
open  until  ten  o^clock,  when  it  shall  be  closed  for  the  evening.  That 
every  member  of  the  Lodge  shall  have  an  equal  voice  in  all  proprty 
and  concerns  thereof,  and  when,  at  anv  time,  the  votes  are  equal,  the 
president  shall  have  the  casting  vote. 

"  16.  That  if  a  dispute  arise,  under  the  rules,  in  the  Lodge,  of  any 
kind  whatsoever,  which  they  cannot  conveniently  settle,  they  must 
refer  the  same  to  a  private  committee,  and,  if  the  same  be  not  settled 
by  them  to  mutual  satisfaction,  it  shall  then  be  referred  to  the  district 
committee,  and  their  decision  shall  be  final." 

''  22.  That  any  member  in  the  receipt  of  the  gifts  of  this  Lodge 
being  found  imposing  thereon  by  stating  himself  sick  and  incapablo 
of  following  his  employment,  usual  trade,  or  calling,  when  he  is  able, 
or  actually  doing  so,  shall  be  expelled,"  &c. 

'*  39.  If  any  officer,  member,  or  any  person  whatever,  by  false  repre- 
sentation or  imposition,  shall  obtain  possession  of  any  moneys,  securi- 
ties, books,  papers,  or  other  effects  of  this  Society,  or,  having  the  same 
in  his  possession,  shall  withhold  or  misapply  the  same,  or  shall  wil- 
fully apply  any  part  of  the  same  to  piurposes  other  than  those  expressed 
or  directed  in  the  rules,  he  may,  upon  complaint  made  by  any  person 
on  behalf  of  this  Society,  be  summoned  before  two  justices,  and  if  the 
justices  shall  determine  the  complaint  to  be  proved,  they  shall  adjudge 
and  order  him  to  deliver  up  all  such  moneys,  securities,  books,  papers, 
or  other  effects,  or  to  repay  the  amount  of  money  applied  improperly, 
"^8471  ^^  ^  ^^7'  if  ^u^y  think  fit,  a  further  sum  of  money  not  ex- 
-'  ceeding  202L,  together  with  costs  not  exceeding  20^. ;  and,  in 
default,  the  said  justices  may  order  the  said  person  so  convicted  to  be 
imprisoned  in  the  common  gaol  or  house  of  correction,  with  or  with- 
out hard  labour,  for  any  time  not  exceeding  three  months." 

J,  E,  Davis,  in  support  of  the  application. — ^It  is  doubtful  whether 
this  is  a  dispute  over  which  the  county  court  has  jurisdiction.  Stat 
18  k  19  Vict,  c.  63,  s.  40,  enacts :  ''  Every  dispute  between  any  mem- 
ber or  members  of  any  society  established  under  this  Act  or  any  of 
the  Acts  hereby  repealed,  or  any  person  claiming  through  or  under  a 
member,  or  unaer  the  rules  of  such  society,  and  the  trustee,  treasurer, 
or  other  officer,  or  the  committee  thereof,  shall  be  decided  in  manner 
directed  by  the  rules  of  such  society,  and  the  decision  so  made  shall 
be  binding  and  conclusive  on  all  parties,  without  appeal :  Provided 
•that  where  the  rules  of  any  society  established  under  any  of  the  Acts 
hereby  repealed  shall  have  directed  disputes  to  be  referred  to  justices, 
«uch  disputes  shall,  from  and  after  the  Ist  August,  1855,  be  referred 
to  and  decided  by  the  county  court  as  hereinaiier  mentioned."  The 
proviso  taking  away  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  was  repealed  by 
Stat.  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  101,  a.  6,  and  their  jurisdiction  to  decioedij 
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is  restored,  if  the  rules  ^  direct.  By  stat  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  68,  s.  41 : 
"  All  applications  for  the  removal  of  any  trustee,  or  for  any  other 
relief,  order,  or  direction,  or  for  the  settlement  of  disputes  that  may 
arise  or  may  have  arisen  in  any  society  the  rules  of  which  do  not  pre- 
scribe any  other  mode  of  settling  such  disputes, shall  be  made 

to  the  county  court  of  *the  district  within  which  the  usual  or  r^o^o 
principal  place  of  business  of  the  society  shall  be  situate ;  and  '- 
such  Court  shall,  upon  the  application  of  any  person  interested  in  the 
matter,  entertain  such  application,  and  give  such  relief,  and  make 
such  orders  and  directions  m  relation  to  the  matter  of  such  application, 
as  hereinafter  mentioned,  or  as  may  now  be  given  or  made  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  respect  either  of  its  ordinary  or  its  special  or 
statutory  jurisdiction."  In  this  case,  rule  16  directs  that  disputes 
between  a  member  and  the  Society  shall  be  determined  by  a  private 
committee;  a  reference  under  that  rule  has  taken  place,  and  the 
Society  have  proceeded  to  expel  the  applicant.  But  the  applicant  has 
never  been  heard,  and  rule  22,  which  provides  for  the  expulsion  of  a 
member  in  certain  cases,  is  not  applicable  to  this  case.  If  fraud  is 
alleged,  proceedings  should  be  taken  under  rule  39,  or  sect.  24  of  stat. 
18  &  19  Vict.  c.  68.  [Blackburn.  J. — Does  not  sect.  41  provide  C^r 
disputes  as  to  whether  a  member  has  been  rightly  expelled  ?  Sect. 
42  gives  power  to  the  county  court  judge  to  adjudge  the  restoration 
of  a  member :  it  enacts :  "  where  the  order  of  the  said  court  shall  be 
for  the  doing  of  some  act,  not  being  for  the  payment  of  money,  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  judge  of  such  county  court  in  his  said  order  to 
order  the  party  to  do  such  act,"  i;c.  Cockbubn,  C.  J. — ^If  the  Society 
have  taken  upon  themselves  to  expel  a  member,  I  doubt  whether  the 
county  court  has  jurisdiction :  it  would  be  an  answer  that  the  applicant 
was  not  a  member.]  Stat.  10  G.  4,  c.  56,  s.  27,  enacted  that  provision 
should  be  made  by  the  rules  of  the  Society  specifying  whether  dis- 

!>utes  should  be  referred  to  justices  or  to  arbitration;  and,  in  the 
brmer  alternative,  jurisdiction  being  given  by  sect.  28  *to  r^o^q 
justices  to  determine  disputes,  this  Court  has  frequently  inter-  ^ 
fered  by  mandamus  to  compel  justices  to  entertain  applications  by 
persons  thinking  themselves  aggrieved.  [Blackburn,  J. — Re  Hoey 
V.  M'Farlane,  4  C.  B.  N.  S.  718  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  98),  decides  that  stat. 
18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63,  s.  41,  gives  the  county  court  all  the  remedial 
powers  previously  possessed  by  the  Court  of  Chancery.] 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — The  first  question  is  whether  the  expulsion  was 
not  altogether  idle  and  vain,  inasmuch  as,  on  the  facts  stated,  there 
was  no  ground  for  expulsion.  It  is  also  a  question  whether  the  matter 
was  a  dispute  which  could,  by  the  16th  rule,  be  referred  to  the  com- 
mittee. If  it  was,  the  committee  do  not  appear  to  have  acted  judicially, 
but  only  to  have  reported.  If  there  was  no  expulsion,  the  matter 
would  oe  the  ground  of  an  application  to  the  county  court.  And,  if 
the  committee  have  not  heara  the  applicant,  he  could  get  an  order  of 
the  judge  of  the  county  court  on  them  to  hear  him. 

My  brothers,  however,  have  no  doubt  that  the  countv  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  order  that  the  applicant  be  reinstated  if  he  has  been 
improperly  expelled ;  and  there  is  an  authority  to  that  effect.  That 
being  so,  this  Court  has  no  jurisdiction. 

When  the  judge  of  the  county  court  has  made  that  order,  if  the  pay 


849  EX  PARTE  WOOLDRIDOE.    H.  T.  1862. 

is  still  withheld,  he  should  inquire  into  that :  and,  if  the  dispute  was 
within  the  Idth  rule,  he  should  direct  the  LoQRe  to  hear  the  applicant 
according  to  that  rule,  or,  if  not  within  the  rme,  he  should  decade  the 
case  and  give  relief. 
Cbohptok,  Blacebubk,  and  Msllo&i  Js.,  concurred. 

Bule  discharged. 


»ggQ^  *The  QUEEN,  on  the  prosecution  of  GHEQOBY,  v.  ALLEN. 
J  Nov,  20. . 

Indidmeni. — Nolle  prosequi. — Power  of  Attorney- General. 

1.  The  Attorney-Qenortl  bu  power  to  enter  a  noUe  proeeqni  oa  an  indietment  withoat  ealliag 
upon  ibe  prosecutor  to  show  oauie  wb  j  that  should  not  be  done ;  and  where  he  has  done  so  thii 
Coart  will  not  interfere. 

2.  Quart,  whether  the  nolle  prosequi  hat  the  eflbel  of  putting  an  end  lo  the  proseentioi 
altogether? 

Indictment  charged  that  the  defendant,  on  the  18th  Septemher 
instant,  at  the  Custom-House,  in  the  city  of  London,  unlawfully,  wil- 
fully, knowingly,  and  corruptly  did  give  certain  false  evidence  on  hi« 
examination  on  oath  before  Kalph  William  Grey,  Esq.,  one  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Her  Majesty's  Custom^)  then  conducting  a  certain 
inquiry  under  and  in  pursuance  of  sect.  88  of  The  Supplemental 
Customs  Consolidation  Act,  1856  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  96),  ana  thereby 
unlawfully  and  knowingly  did  commit  wilful  and  corrupt  perjurj, 
contrary  to  the  statute,  £c. 

A  true  bill  having  been  found  at  the  October  Sessions  of  the  Central 
Criminal  Court  in  1861,  the  indictment  was  removed  into  this  Coart 
by  certiorari  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant;  and,  on  the  26th  Novem- 
ber following,  a  nolle  proseaui  was  entered  in  pursuance  of  an  order 
of  the  Attorney-General,  addressed  to  the  Queen's  coroner  and  attor- 
ney ;  which,  after  reciting  that  an  indictment  had  been  found  at  the 
Central  Criminal  Court  against  the  defendant  for  alleged  perjarj, 
which  was  removed  by  certiorari  into  this  Court,  proceeded:  "And 
whereas  it  is  deemed  advisable  that  a  nolle  prosequi  should  be  entered 
•8511  ^  ^^^  ®^^^  Indictment.  These  *are  therefore  to  authorize  and 
^  reouire  you  to  enter,  or  cause  to  be  entered,  a  nolle  prosequi 
to  the  said  indictment. 

"  Dated  this  26th  day  of  November,  1861. 

*'W.  AtHKBTO!!." 

J.  J.  Poicell,  on  behalf  of  the  prosecutor,  moved,  upon  affidavita, 
for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  show  cause  why  the  proseca- 
tor  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  proceed  to  the  trial  of  the  indictment, 
notwithstanding  the  nolle  prosequi. 

First,  the  nolle  prosequi  has  been  entered  irregularly;  and  there- 
fore the  indictment  is  still  in  force.  The  Attorney-G^ieral  has  no 
Eower  to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  without  calling  the  prosecutor  before 
im  and  hearing  the  parties.  In  The  Crown  Circuit  Companion,  9th 
ed.,  p.  22,  10th  ed.  by  Ryland,  p.  25,  it  is  said  that  if  the  defendaat 
has  an  action  brought  against  him  for  the  same  offence  of  which  he 
stands  indictedi  he  may  apply  to  the  Attorney-General  for  a  nolle 
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prosequi  to  be  entered  on  the  indictment,  and  must  first  procure  a 
certificate  from  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  substance  of  the  indict- 
ment, whicli  must  be  annexed  to  a  proper  affidavit,  **  whereupon  the 
Attorney-General  will  grant  a  summons,  directed  to  the  prosecutor^ 
to  attend  him  on  such  a  day,  to  show  cause  why  a  nolle  prosequi 
should  not  be  entered  on  such  indictment.*'  [CnoHPTOK,  J. — Tha,t  is 
only  done  by  the  Attorney-General  for  his  own  information ;  but  he 
may  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  in  Court.  BlackbxTRH,  J. — ^The  Attorney* 
Geaeral  has  the  same  right  to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown  as  a  plaintiff  has  in  a  civil  suit.]  in  *2  Gude's  Prac-  r#o-»o 
tice  of  the  Crown  Side  of  the  King's  Bench,  p.  650,  it  is  said :  ^ 
''The  application  for  a  nolle  prosequi  must  be  by  petition  to  the 
Attorney-General,  stating  the  facts ;  but  where  it  is  for  a  public  offence 
he  will  not  interfere.  Bex  v*  Evelyn  and  others,  Trin.  Vacation, 
1820.  In  order  to  procure  a  nolle  prosequi  to  stay  proceedings 
upon  an  information  or  indictment,  at  the  instance  of  a  defendant,  an 
affidavit  of  the  circumstances  must  be  made,  and  a  summons  to  show 
cause  obtained  from  the  Attorney-General,  which  may  be  attended 
by  counsel ;  and  upon  hearing  what  is  alleged  an  order  is  granted  or 
Terused."(a)  [CocKBURN,  C.  J. — It  is  not  said  that  the  Attorney* 
General  cannot  grant  his  fiat  without  hearing  the  parties.  Cbompton, 
J. — When  the  prosecutor  wants  to  stop  a  prosecution  for  a  public 
offence  it  is  a  rule  of  practice,  for  fear  of  collusion,  that  he  must  do 
it  through  the  Attorney-General.]  The  Crown  may  pardon  before 
inquiry,  but  the  Attorney -General  has  not  this  power  of  preventing 
inquiry. 

Secondly,  assuming  that  the  Attorney-General  has  power  to  enter 
a  nolle  prosequi  without  hearing  the  parties,  the  nolle  prosequi  is 
only  a  temporary  stay  of  proceedings ;  and  it  is  competent  for  the 
Court  to  order  the  prosecution  to  proceed^  without  putting  the  prose* 
cutor  to  the  expense  of  a  fresh  indictment.  [Cocxbubn,  G.  J. — The 
Attorney-General  might  entor  a  nolle  prosequi  toties  quoties.]  From 
respect  to  this  Court  he  would  not  do  so.  [Cocxburn,  C.  J. — He 
would,  as  a  public  officer,  act  upon  his  own  responsibility.]  And 
this  Court  would  also  act  upon  its  sense  of  the  justice  of  the  case.  In 
Goddard  v.  Smith,  6  Mod.  281,  262,  Holt,  C.  J.,  said,  ♦'•  that  r^ggo 
the  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  was  only  putting  the  defendant  ^ 
sine  die,  and  so  far  iVom  discharging  him  fW>m  the  offence,  that  it  did 
not  discharge  any  further  prosecution  upon  that  very  indictment,  but 
that,  notwithstanding,  new  process  might  be  made  out  upon  it."  And 
"  this  here  is  not  so  much  as  a  nonsuit,  for  the  indictment  stands  still 
in  force,  and  the  Attorney  ^General  must  [might]  make  new  process 
upon  it  when  he  pleasesJ^  Powell,  J.,  "  doubtod  of  the  effect  of  a 
nolle  prosequi  upon  an  indictment,  whether  it  discharged  the  indict* 
ment,  or  only  put  the  defendant  without  day,  and  that  notwithstand- 
ing the  Attorney  ^General  might  issue  new  process  upon  it ;"  and  then 
the  report  continues :  ''  Holt,  C.  J.»  said  that  be  had  known  it  thought 
very  bard  that  the  Attorney- General  should  enter  nolle  prosequi 
upon  indictments,  and  that  it  began  first  to  be  practised  in  the  latter 
end  of  King  Charles  the  Second's  reign ;"  and  he  ordered  precedents 
to  be  searched.    "  Haroonrt,  master  of  tbe  offiee.    There  never  has 

(a)  Sm  1  CUftt  Crim.  Uw,  p^  478,  <7t,  U  «lL 
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been  any  proceedings  after  a  nolle  prosequi."  ''Holt,  C.  J.,  at 
another  day,  declared,  that  in  all  King  Charles  the  First's  time  there 
is  no  precedent  of  a  nolle  prosequi  on  an  indictment."  And  in  The 
Queen  v.  Ridpath,  10  Med.  162,  it  was  said  by  the  Court,  p.  158, 
"  that  the  nolle  prosequi  was  neither  a  bar  nor  discharge."  [Black- 
burn, J. — That  seems  to  be  a  rather  loose  Bote.]  In  Wallace's 
Reporters,  8d  ed.,  p.  227,  the  6th  and  10th  Modern  are  mentioned 
among  those  Volumes  of  Modem  Reports  which  "  deserve  a  place  in 
the  better  class  of  the  old  reporters."  [Blackburn,  J. — In  The 
Queen  v.  Ridpath,  the  point  was  that  the  nolle  prosequi  was  not  a 
termination  of  the  proceedings :  it  was  immaterial  to  the  question 
♦8541  ^^^^^^  *^®  Court  whether  the  prosecution  *might  be  continued 
J  by  a  fresh  indictment.]  In  Stretton  and  Taylor's  Case,  1  Leon 
119,  which  was  an  information  upon  the  Statute  of  Usury,  it  was 
held  that  a  nolle  prosequi  was  no  bar  against  the  informer. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  there  ought  to  be  no  role 
in  this  case.  It  is  an  undoubted  power  of  the  Attorney-General,  as 
representative  of  the  Crown  in  matters  of  criminal  judicature,  to 
enter  a  nolle  prosequi,  and  thereby  to  stay  proceedings  in  any  indict- 
ment or  criminal  proceeding.  No  instance  has  been  cited,  and  there- 
fore it  may  be  presumed  that  none  can  be  found,  in  which,  after  a 
nolle  prosequi  has  been  entered  by  the  fiat  of  the  Attorney-General, 
this  Court  has  taken  upon  itself  to  award  fresh  process  or  has  allowed 
any  further  proceedings  to  be  taken  on  the  indictment  Nor,  if  the 
Court  were  to  take  that  unprecedented  course,  is  there  anything  to 
prevent  the  Attorney-General  from  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  toties 
quoties.  It  is  not  for  us  to  create  a  precedent  which  is  contrary  to 
the  established  practice,  and  which  would  be  fraught  with  great 
inconvenience.  Our  attention  has  been  called  to  ttie  practice  of 
Attorney-General  in  his  office,  as  laid  down  in  the  books,  to  summon 
the  prosecutor,  and  hear  the  parties  before  granting  his  fiat  for  a 
nolle  prosequi.  I  think  that  is  a  wholesome  practice ;  and  generally 
the  law  officer  of  the  Crown,  before  entering  a  nolle  prosequi  either 
ex  mero  motu  or  at  the  instance  of  the  defendant,  and  thereby  de- 
barring the  prosecutor  fix)m  proceeding  further,  would  act  wisely  in 
calling  the  prosecutor  before  nim ;  but,  from  particular  circumstances 
known  to  him,  or  from  the  nature  of  the  charge,  he  may  feel  called 
*8551  ^P^^  ^  grant  his  fiat  for  a  *nolle  prosequi  without  adopting 
^  that  course.  Suppose  it  possible  that  there  could  be  an  abuse 
of  his  power  by  the  Attorney-General,  or  injustice  in  the  exercise  of 
it,  the  remedy  is  by  holding  nim  responsible  for  his  acts  before  the 
great  tribunal  of  this  country,  the  High  Court  of  Parliament.  I  have 
no  doubt  that  the  Attorney-General  has  this  power ;  and  this  Court 
has  never  interfered  with  it. 

Cbompton,  J. — It  would  be  very  mischievous,  by  granting  a  rule 
nisi,  to  raise  any  doubt  in  so  clear  a  matter.  In  this  country,  where 
private  individuals  are  allowed  to  prefer  indictments  in  the  name  of 
the  Crown,  it  is  very  desirable  that  there  should  be  some  tribunal 
having  authority  to  say  whether  it  is  proper  to  proceed  farther  in  a 
prosecution.  Tnat  power  is  vested  by  the  constitution  in  the  Attor- 
ney-General, and  not  in  this  Court.  The  Attorney-General  may  enter 
a  nolle  prosequi  ex  mero  motu.    The  practice,  that  ihere  should  be  a 
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sommons  to  the  prosecutor  to  show  cause  why  the  Attorney-General 
should  not  grant  his  fiat,  is  generally  satisfactory,  but  he  is  the  judgo 
whether  a  nolle  prosequi  should  be  entered,  and  there  is  nothing  in 
the  books  to  show  that  he  cannot  do  it  without  hearing  the  parties. 
VoreoTer,  there  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  show  that  we  oaght  to  inter- 
fere if  we  had  the  power. 

Then,  the  nolle  prosequi  being  on  the  record,  there  is  an  end  of 
this  prosecution ;  but  the  question  remains  whether  that  is  final  or 
not  I  rather  think,  however,  that  Mr.  Archbold,  in  his  Practice  of 
the  Grown  Office,  is  right,  when  he  says,  p.  62,  that  it  "  has  the  efiect 
of  putting  an  end  to  the  prosecution  altogether."  It  is  said  that, 
notwithstanding  *that  the  Attorney-General  may  interfere  in  r«oKi> 
any  prosecution  in  any  Court  in  England,  and  stop  it,  this  Court  '- 
may  afterwards  award  process.  Goddard  v.  Smith,  6  Mod.  261,  262, 
only  decided  that  the  entry  of  a  nolle  prosequi  is  not  a  decision  on 
the  merits  of  the  prosecution :  the  Court,  in  the  course  of  the  argu- 
ment, said  that  the  Attorney-General  might  issue  new  process  upon 
the  indictment ;  but,  as  I  have  said,  I  rather  think  the  nolle  prosequi 
puts  an  end  to  the  prosecution.  In  Stretton  and  Taylor's  Case,  1  Leon 
119,  the  prosecutor  was  claiming  something  for  himself  as  well  as  for 
the  Crown :  and  the  Attorney-General  could  not,  by  entering  a  nolle 
prosequi,  take  away  the  right  of  the  informer.  In  The  Queen  v.  Rid- 
path,  10  Mod.  152,  there  was  i^  mistake  in  the  nleading,  and,  upon 
another  information  being  exhibited  against  the  aefendant,  the  Court 
had  to  consider  ^hat  was  the  effect  of  a  nolle  prosequi  on  the  recog- 
nisances entered  into  by  the  defendant  and  his  sureties,  and  they  held 
that  the  nolle  prosequi  was  not  a  discharge;  but  they  must  have  held 
that  the  original  information  was  at  an  end ;  because  there  cannot  be 
two  prosecutions  against  a  man  for  the  same  offence  at  the  same  time: 
that  is  contrary  to  what  the  Court  said  in  Goddard  v.  Smith.  The 
Attorney -General  has  this  power,  and  if  he  misuses  it  this  Court  can- 
not interfere. 

Blackburn,  J. — I  do  not  express  an  opinion  whether,  after  a  nolle 
prosequi  has  been  entered,  the  prosecutor  can  proceed  with  a  fresh 
mdictment.  But  the  power  of  determining  whether  the  prosecution 
of  an  indictment  shall  go  on  or  not,  is  intrusted  to  the  Attorney- 
General,  who  *is  the  great  law  officer  of  the  Crown ;  and  whe-  t^kj 
ther  he  is  right  or  wrong  this  Court  cannot  interfere.  ^ 

MsLLOR,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  we  were  to  interfere 
in  the  manner  suggested,  a  serious  conflict  might  arise  between  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  and  the  functions  of  the  Attomey-GeneraL 

Rule  refused. 

A  noUe  praeguiy  at  least  before  the    United  States.    See  Whart.  Or.  LsW| 
jnry  is  impanoelled,  does  not  appear   p.  249,  tad  eases, 
to  be  a  bar  to  a  new  indietment  in  the 
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JACKSOir  V.  EVERETT.    Jan.  20. 

Action  (mjudgmenL*^Cosia* — 43  0.  3|  c.  46,  «.  4. 

L  6tet  4t  0s  S>  Ci  4«,  1.  4>  b^  whleh  "In  ^1  Mtkns  a^on  ntiy  j«dgm«iit  redovered  tk*  t>IilB« 

tiff  shall  not  reoover  costs  of  luit"  unleu  by  order  of  the  Court  or  m  Jndfe,  doet  not  apply 
where  a  eonnt  for  another  eanae  of  aeUon  is  Joined  with  a  count  upon  a  judgmeoL 

2.  Action  upon  a  Judgment  and  for  use  and  occupation.  To  the  eotint  on  the  Judgment  the 
d^^ndant  pleaded  nnl  tiel  record^  aiid  to  the  ftoittit  for  ttS4  and  occupation  brought  money  into 
Coun,  which  the  plaintiff  accepted  in  satisfhetien.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff,  baring  tnceeedeJ 
oi  both  canset  of  action,  was  entitled  te  costs  oH  both  without  an  order  of  the  Court  or  A 
Jifdge. 

Thx  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  np6n  a  judgment  reooTered 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  a  debt  of  122.  10^.  dd.  and 
4e.  l8,  costs:  there  were  also  counts  for  use  and  occupation  of  a 
dwelllnff-house,  and  upon  accounts  staded. 

The  defendant  pleaded  to  the  first  count  that  there  was  no  record 
of  the  supposed  judgment ;  and  as  to  the  second  and  third  county  he 
brought  0{.  into  Court,  which  the  plaintiff  accepted  in  satisfaction. 

Issue  was  joined  on  the  first  plea ;  and  on  the  trial,  the  record  in 
♦8581  *^®  caiwe  of  Jackson  v.  Everett  being  *produced,  judgmem 
^  was  ordered  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff,  and  he  signed  judg- 
ment  for  162.  11^.  6d. 

At  the  attendance  before  the  Master,  pursuant  to  a  notice  to  tax 
the  plaintiff's  costs,  the  defendant's  attorney  objected  to  the  Master's 
authority  to  tax  the  costs,  on  the  ground  that,  this  action  being  on  a 
judgment,  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  his  costs  without 
the  order  of  the  Court,  and  that  no  such  order  had  been  made.  But 
the  Master  stated,  that  as  this  action  was  partly  on  a  judgment  reoo* 
yered,  and  partly  on  a  separate  cause  of  action,  and  the  plaintiff  had 
recovered  the  whole  amount  claimed,  he  had  power,  according  to  two 
decisions  recently  made  by  Bramwell,  B.,  after  consulting  other 
Judges,  under  similar  circumstances,  to  tax  the  costs,  and  he  accord » 
ingly  taxed  them  and  made  his  allocatur  for  HI  lis.  M.  It  further 
appeared  that  .the  action  in  which  judgment  was  recovered  was  brought 
to  recover  867.  due  for  rent,  on  account  wheteof  the  defendant  paid 
272. ;  that  he  afterwards  called  at  the  office  of  the  attorneys  for  the 
plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  balance  of  the  debt  and  cofiSa 
in  the  first-mentioned  suit,  when  they  informed  him  that  judgment 
had  been  signed  in  the  action,  and  claimed  16{.  Us.  QcL  the  amount 
of  such  judgment,  and  12.  os.  for  a  writ  of  execution  issued  on  the 
judgment,  which  he  declined  to  pay,  on  the  ground  that  there  waa 
only  92.  due  in  respect  of  the  debt,  and  the  costs  had  been  unnecessa- 
rily incurred. 

in  Michaelmas  Term,  1861, 

GHbbana  obtained  a  ruk  calling  upon  the  nlaintiff  to  show  cauaa 
*8591  ^^^  ^^^  Master^s  allocatur  should  not  oe  *set  aside  or  varied* 
^  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  costs  of  the  action  on  the  judgment, 
and  of  the  issue  relating  to  the  plea  of  nul  tiel  record,  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  rule  or  order  allowing  costs.  He  cited  Adams  v. 
Beady,  6  H.  &  N.  261.t 

Raymond  showed  cause. — ^This  is  not  an  action  upon  a  judgment 
within  Stat.  48  0. 8,  c.  46,  s.  4,  which  enacts,  "that  in  all  actions  which 
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ahall  be  brcmghi  in  Englftiid  or  Irelaiid,  from  and  after  the  said  Ist 
daj  of  Jane  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1608,  upon  any  judgment 
recovered,  or  which  shall  be  recovered,  in  any  Court  in  England  or 
Ireland,  the  plaintiff  or  pluntiffs  in  such  action  on  the  judgment,  shall 
not  recover  or  be  entitled  to  any  costs  of  suit,  unless  the  Court  in 
which  such  action  on  the  judgment  shall  be  brought,  or  some  Judge 
of  the  same  Court,  shall  otherwise  order."  That  applies  on]y  to  an 
action  upon  a  judgment  simpliciter.  The  section  in  its  terms  extends 
to  judgments  recovered  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  the 
legislature  could  not  have  intended  to  deprive  parties  of  a  vested  right 
to  costs,  which  a  plaintiff  then  had,  if  the  action  included  other  matters 
besides  the  judgment.  [Cbomptok,  J.-^uppoae  the  plaintiff  put  into 
his  declaration  upon  a  judgment  a  count  for  the  consideration  of  the 
judgment,  would  not  that  be  ati  evasion  of  the  statute?]  In  that  case 
there  would  not  be  two  distinct  causes  of  action,  because  the  latter 
would  merge  in  the  former.  [CockbubiT,  C.  J. — May  not  each  count 
in  this  declaration  be  treated  as  a  separate  action  7  CroMpton,  J. — 
If  the  declaration  is  taken  divisim,  the  plaintiff  might  apply  to  the 
Court  or  a  Judge  for  an  order  for  costs  on  the  *count  upon  the  r#o^A 
judgment.]     There  is  only  one  writ,  and  the  costs  are  general.  '- 

Gibbons,  contriL — The  plaintiff  seeks  to  evade  the  enactment  in  stat. 
43  G.  3,  c.  46,  s.  4.  [He  referred  to  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavits.] 
[Cbompton,  J. — ^Whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  these  taxed  costs 
or  not  arises  on  the  record,  and  we  cannot  take  the  facts  into  con- 
sideration.] As  far  as  regards  the  first  count,  this  is  not  less  an  action 
upon  a  judgment  because  judgment  in  it  is  recovered  for  something 
else.  In  Bell  v,  Waldron,  9  Jur.  610,  where  the  plaintiff  obtained  the 
benefit  of  execution  against  the  defendant's  person  by  suing  on  two 
judgments  and  so  recovering  upwards  of  20Z.,  Wightman,  J.,  con* 
sidered  that  the  plaintifi^  though  he  had  not  been  guilty  of  improper 
evasion  of  stat.  7  kS  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  67,  ought  not  to  be  allowed  his 
costs«  The  legislature  intended,  by  sect.  4  of  stat  48  G.  8,  c.  46,  that 
a  person  against  whom  a  judgment  had  been  recovered  should  not  be 
harassed  by  a  fresh  action  oii  the  judgment  and  costs ;  and  the  section 
may  be  read  as  if  the  words  "  in  respect  of  such  action"  were  in  it 
after  the  words  *'  the  plaintiff  in  such  action  on  the  judgment  shall  not 
recover  or  be  entitled  to  any  costs  of  suit."  In  Wood  v.  Silleto,  1 
Chitt.  478»  which  was  an  action  upon  a  judgment  composed  partly  of 
an  origimd  demand,  bearing  interest  under  an  agreement  between  the 
parties,  and  the  remainder  of  money  due  upon  simple  contract,  an 
application  to  allow  the  defendant  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  debt  into 
Court  without  costs  was  refused.  [Blacxburk,  J. — In  1819,  when 
that  case  was  decided,  no  plea  of  payment  of  money  into  Court  could 
be  pleaded :  the  case  is  loosely  *reported.  Cocxbubn,  C.  J. —  r*861 
It  amounts  to  no  more  than  this,  that  the  defendant  wanted  to  ^ 
pay  into  Court  the  amount  of  the  judgment  without  interest,  which 
the  plaintiff  refused  to  accept,  and  the  Court  said  they  could  not  accede 
to  tnat  application,  because,  if  they  did,  it  would  exclude  the  con- 
sideration of  the  question  whether  tne  plaintiff  was  or  was  not  entitled 
to  interest,  and  therefore  the  cause  must  go  on.] 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought  to  be  dis- 
charged.   Section  4  oi  stat.  48  G.  8,  c.  46|  which  is  relied  on  by  the 
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defendant  in  support  of  the  rule,  enacts :  [His  Lordship  read  the  sec- 
tion.] In  this  case  the  declaration  contains  a  count  upon  a  judgment, 
and  a  count  for  use  and  occupation ;  and  it  is  contended  that  the  action 
is  not  within  the  terms  of  sect.  4,  because  it  is  not  an  action  on  the 
judgment  merely,  but  an  action  of  assumpsit,  with  a  count  added  on 
the  judgment.  The  case  is  certainly  not  strictly  within  the  terms  of 
the  enactment ;  and  I  think,  though  not  without  having  had  some 
doubt  in  the  course  of  the  argument,  that  we  cannot  carry  the  words 
of  the  enactment  further  than  they  import.  It  is  true  that  the  con- 
struction contended  for  by  Mr.  Baymond  affords  a  plaintiff  an  oppor- 
tunity of  taking  the  case  out  of  the  statute  by  adding  to  a  count  upon 
a  juogment  a  count  on  some  other  cause  of  action,  and  so  the  statute 
may  be  improperly  evaded ;  but  when  that  abuse  is  shown  to  exist,  it 
may  be  redressed  by  an  application  to  the  equitable  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court.  On  the  other  hand,  the  defendant  may  protect  himself  from 
the  costs  of  the  action  either  by  paying  into  Court  the  amount  sought 
*8621  *^  ^  recovered  in  the  count  upon  the  judgment,  or  by  letting 
-I  judgment  go  by  default  as  to  that  count;  in  which  case  the 
costs  would  be  comparatively  little  or  nothing.  And  it  is  obvious 
that  the  defendant  against  whom  an  action  is  brought,  not  only  upon 
the  judgment  but  on  the  other  cause  of  action,  is  not  placed  in  a  worse 
situation  than  he  would  be  in  if  separate  actions  were  brought ;  be- 
cause, by  having  only  one  action  brought  against  him,  he  is  saved 
from  the  costs  of  a  double  execution. 

I  do  not  decide  this  rule  upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  because  it  is  a 
matter  of  law ;  but  I  advert  to  the  facts  as  illustrating  the  grounds  of 
expediency  which  are  in  favour  of  our  decision.  It  is  plain  that  the 
defendant  sought  by  a  cunning  device  to  bring  himself  within  sect  4 
of  Stat.  43  G.  3,  c.  46,  and  so  deprive  the  plaintiff  of  any  claim  for 
costs.  The  plaintiff  was  sued  on  a  judgment  and  on  a  cause  of  action 
in  assumpsit ;  he  could  not  dispute  that  16Z.  was  due  on  the  judgment ; 
and  he  aamitted  that  92.  was  due  on  the  count  in  assumpsit  When 
he  did  not  succeed  in  stopping  the  action  by  an  offer  to  pay  92.  and 
costs,  he  pleaded  nul  tiel  record,  and  paid  9{.  into  Court.  As  the  16L 
was  justly  due,  the  defendant  might  have  relieved  himself  from  further 
proceedings  by  payment  of  that  sum,  and  therefore  it  is  clear  that 
while  there  may  be  an  abuse  on  the  one  hand  which  may  be  corrected, 
on  the  other  hand,  if  we  were  to  adopt  the  construction  of  the  statute 
contended  for  by  Mr.  O^ibbons,  considerable  abuse  might  be  committed 
by  defendants  where  a  count  on  a  judgment  is  added  to  a  count  on 
another  cause  of  action. 

*8631       Upo"  ^h®  whole,  I  think  we  shall  do  best  by  adhering  *to 
^  the  strict  letter  of  the  statute ;  more  especially  as  we  learn  from 
my  brother  Crompton,  who  has  had  communication  with  my  brother 
Bramwell,  that  that  view  has  been  acted  on  at  Chambers. 

Crompton,  J. — ^I  also  have  entertained  considerable  doubt  upon 
this  point.  As  far  as  authority  goes,  it  is  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff's 
construction  of  sect.  4  of  stat.  48  G.  8,  c.  46.  My  brother  Bramwell, 
after  consulting  one  or  two  of  his  brethren,  has  so  decided  at  Cham- 
bers, and  I  have  followed  that  decision.  Moreover,  the  words  of  the 
section  "In  all  actions  upon  any  judgment,"  primfi  facie,  mean  actions 
on  a  judgment,  and  nothing  else.  The  intention  of  the  legislature  seems 
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to  have  been  to  put  a  penalty  on  a  plaintiff  proceeding  npon  a  judg- 
ment by  a  fresh  action  wben  he  might  have  the  fruits  of  the  first  action 
by  taking  out  execution  upon  the  judgment.  It  should,  however,  be 
remembered,  that  when  the  Act  passed  the  action  upon  a  judgment 
could  only  be  an  action  of  debt,  and  very  few  causes  of  action  could 
be  joined  with  a  count  upon  a  judgment,  which  may  account  for  the 
woras  of  the  section  applying  only  to  actions  upon  judgments  sim* 
pliciter.  In  the  present  state  of  the  law,  which  allows  the  joinder  of 
several  causes  of  action,  it  is  rather  for  the  advantage  of  a  party 
against  whom  the  same  person  has  a  judgment  and  another  cause  of 
action  that  the  two  should  be  joined. 

But  the  ground  of  our  decision  is,  that  the  words  of  sect.  4  of  stat. 
43  G.  3,  c.  46,  do  not  extend  to  an  action  where  a  count  on  a  judgment 
is  joined  with  a  count  on  some  other  cause  of  action.  I  adhere  to 
the  plain  words  *of  the  section,  and  therefore  think  that  the  r«o^ 
rule  should  be  made  absolute,  but  without  costs.  '- 

Blackburn,  J. — ^The  whole  question  turns  on  sect.  4  of  stat.  43  G. 
3,  c.  46.  Before  that  statute  a  plaintiff  would  have  had  his  costs  if 
he  had  recovered,  whether  in  an  action  on  a  judgment  alone,  or  on  a 
judgment  and  some  other  cause  of  action.  By  sect.  4  the  legislature 
has  altered  that  law  to  a  certain  extent.  I  can  see  many  reasons  for 
an  enactment  that,  where  an  action  is  brought  on  a  judgment  joined 
with  some  other  cause  of  action,  the  plaintiff  should  not  recover  any 
costs  on  that  part  which  relates  to  the  judgment.  But,  looking  at  the 
enactment,  we  do  not  find  the  words  "  in  any  action  in  which  there  is 
a  count  upon  a  judgment,  the  plaintiff  shall  not  recover  costs  on  that 
count,"  or  any  words  to  that  effect.  The  words  are  "the  plaintiff  in 
such  action  on  the  judgment  shall  not  recover  or  be  entitled  to  any 
costs  of  suit ;"  and  it  would  strain  the  words  to  construe  them  as 
meaning  that  the  plaintiff  should  not  recover  the  costs  on  the  count 
on  the  judgment.  I  think  there  are  no  words  in  the  section  which 
justify  me  in  saying  that  our  decision  should  be  in  favour  of  the  de- 
fendant Bule  discharged,  without  costs. 


♦The  Vestry  of   St.    LUKE'S,  Middlesex,   Appellants,   v.  r^^^ 

LEWIS,  Respondent.    Jan.  18.  L  ^~ 

MktrcpolU  Local  ManoffemerU  Ad,  18  df  19  Vid.  e,  120. — Oanvenion  ofprwjf  inio 

waUr-doid. 

1.  The  Metropolis  Loeel  Mftnmfemeiift  Act,  18  4  19  Viet  e.  120,  empowen  the  restry  or 
diiiriet  board  of  the  pariah  or  diatriet,  if  neeeaauy,  to  oonrert  an  inavffloient  prirj  into  a  water* 
doiet. 

S.  In  a  pariah  inclnded  in  Sehednle  A.  to  that  Aot,  the  Toatry,  in  oonteqnenee  of  eomplainti 
ef  the  eondition  of  two  pririea  to  four  bonaea  in  a  eomrt,  aerred  mpon  the  owner  a  notice  to  do 
eartain  worka,  whieh  he  complied  with  ao  fhr  aa  to  flz  pana  to  the  oloaeta,  but  not  in  proriding 
waftOT  anpply.  The  anrreyor  to  the  reatry,  alter  dne  notice  to  the  owner,  entered  npon  and 
Intpeetad  the  pmniaea,  and  opened  the  draina  paaaing  under  the  footway  parement  and  eoa- 
naeting  the  priyiea  with  the  aewer,  which  were  fonnd  to  be  choked  and  blocked  np.  Theaa 
draina  he  cleanaed  and  put  in  order  at  the  ezpenae  of  the  Tcatry,  which  then  aenred  notice  on 
Ihe  owner,  requiring  him  to  And  water  aupply  to  the  doaeta ;  to  which  no  attention  baring  been 
pal^  the  Teatry,  after  givlag  notlee  ^Ibelr  Intention  to  do  ao»  entered  on  the  pteiniaea  by  their 
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ofloen,  «ad  ised  a  tifltni  apoB  tli«  foqf  af  th«  {uivlaiy  maoving  tke  inoi,  mi  slf*  &n» 
eonnei  of  briok-work  on  Ihe  mpp«r  aid*  or  pUob  thereof  for  (be  purpoee  of  pioeiiring  i^  tercl 
beee  for  the  oiitero ;  the  roof  wu  not  repleoed,  but  the  lower  part  of  the  eiatem  fonned  t  new 
root  Tbej  alio  fitted  the  neeessary  plnmber's  work  tor  eonnecting  the  eistem  with  the  pipee 
of  the  water  oompaaji  and  also  the  pipei  ooaneeting  the  elstem  with  the  pane  of  the  doeel^ 
and  they  aire  4zed  new  eeati  in  the  |»irlef .  When  the  ottoon  entered  on  the  ptesMM  to  do 
the  aboTo  work,  the  pane  of  both  Ihe  pririep  were  tiled  |V94  oboked  mp  with  filth,  and  the  iceta 
and  floor  were  corered  with  fllth  in  oonseqnenoe  of  the  want  of  water  supply.  Held  tha^aader 
the  Aet,  the  reatry  were  entitled  to  do  what  they  had  done,  and  to  reeorer  the  expenses  froM 
the  owner  of  the  houses. 

The  following  case  was  stated  bjr  a  Metropolitan  Police  Magistrate  ^ 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  under  stat.  20  &  21  Yict.  c  48. 

This  case  is  the  result  of  a  summons  issued  bj  the  vestry  oF  the 
parish  of  Saint  Luke,  Middlesex  (which  is  a  parish  included  in 
Schedule  A,  to  the  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act),  under  the 
226th  section  of  the  said  Act,  against  Mr,  Thomas  Lewis,  the  re- 
spondent, as  follows,  viz. :— * 

"  To  Mr.  Thomas  Lewis,  of  'So.  82,  Upper  Street,  Islington,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  the  owner  of  the  pfemises  situate  at  John's 
*8661  ^^^^'  Great  Arthur  Street,  in  "^the  parish  of  Saint  Luke,  Mid- 
-l  dieses,  and  within  the  Metropolitan  Police  Distriot. 

''You  are  required  to  appear  before  me,  one  of  the  Magistrates  of  the 
Police  Courts  of  the  Metropolis,  sitting  at  the  Police  Court  at  Clerk- 
enwell,  within  the  Metropolitan  Police  District,  on  Wednesday,  the 
19th  day  of  December  instant,  at  the  hour  of  twelve  at  noon,  to  show 
cause  wny  an  order  should  not  be  made,  under  the  provisions  of  The 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Aot,  1856,  requiring  you  to  pay  to  the 
vestry  of  the  said  parish  of  Saint  Luke,  Middlesex,  the  sum  of  122. 
lOf.,  being  the  expense  of  certain  works  executed  by  the  said  vestiy 
upon  the  said  premises  John's  Place,  Oreat  Arthur  Street,  within 
their  district,  under  the  said  Metropolis  Local  Mapagement  Act 

**  Given  under  my  hand  this  15th  day  of  December,  1860. 

(Signed)  "  J.  H.  Babkbb.'' 

This  summons  was  heard  before  me  at  the  Clerkenwell  Police 
Court,  on  Wednesday,  the  19th  December,  1860.  The  facts,  as 
proved  by  the  witnesses  for  the  appellants  (the  respondent  calling 
no  evidence),  were  as  follows : — 

Mr.  Thomas  Lewis,  the  respondent,  is  the  owner  of  four  houses  in 
John's  Place,  Great  Arthur  Street,  which  is  a  court  in  the  parish  of 
Saint  Luke,  and  which  bonses  were  erected  before  the  passing  of  The 
Metropolis  Local  Management  Act  These  houses  have  attached  to 
them  two  privies.  Early  in  the  Spring  of  1860,  the  vestry,  in  conse- 
quence of  some  complaints  respecting  the  condition  of  these  privies, 
served  upon  Mr,  Lewis  a  notice  to  do  certain  works,  which  he  com- 
plied with  so  far  as  to  fix  pans  to  the  closets,  but  not  in  providing 
water  supply.  On  the  I4th  day  of  July,  1860,  a  notice,  of  which  the 
following  is  a  copy,  was  served  upon  Mr.  Lewis,  viz.  :^-« 

«8671       '"^^  ^^'  Thomas  Lewis,  <^  No.  82,  Upper  Street,  'Isling- 
J  ton,  owner  of  the  premises  called  or  known  as  John's  Plaoo, 
Ailihur  Street,  in  the  parish  of  Saint  Luke,  Middlesex. 

"Ii  William  Christie,  Surveyor  to  the  vestry  of  the  said  pariah  (rf 
Saittt  Lul^  do  kneby  give  yea  notiee,  in  ppnuaooe  of  tiw  in- 
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TiBions  of  the  Act  18  &  19  Yiot.  c.  120,  that  it  is  my  purpose  and 
intention,  after  the  expiration  of  twenty-fonr  hours  from  the  servioe 
of  this  notice,  to  enter  into  and  upon  tne  aaid  premises  John's  Place, 
Arthur  Street,  aforesaid,  to  inspect,  the  drains,  waterclosets,  privies, 
cesspools,  and  water  supply  apparatus,  and  to  cause  the  ground  to  be 
opened  in  such  place  or  manner  as  may  be  neoessary,  apd  to  execute 
such  other  worl^  as  to  me  may  seem  expedient. 

(Signed)  '*  William  Ohbistib," 

"Dated  this  14th  day  of  July,  1860.  *'245,  City  Boad." 

In  pursuance  of  this  notice  the  surveyor  to  the  vestry  entered  upon 
and  inspected  the  said  premises,  and  opened  the  drains  passing  under 
the  footway  pavement,  and  connecting  the  privies  with  the  sewer, 
which  were  round  to  be  choked  and  blocked  up.  These  drains  he 
cleansed  and  put  in  order  at  the  expense  of  the  vestry.  The  ve^ry 
then  served  a  further  notice  as  follows,  viz. : — 

"Parish  of  Saint  Luke,  Middlesex. 
"  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act 
"Vestry  Clerk's  Of&ce,  Workhouse,  City  Road. 
No.  875,  Immediate.  "  21st  August,  I860. 

"To  Mr.  Thomas  Lewis,  of  No.  82,  Upper  Street,  Islington. 
"Take  notice  that  you  are  hereby  required  to  find  water  supply  to 
the  two  closets  in  John's  Place,  Arthur  Street,  in  the  said  parish  of 
Saint  Luke,  Middlesex,  within  twenty-eight  days  from  the  date  hereof, 
to  the  *satisfaction  of  the  vestry,  and  further  take  notice  that,  r^ogo 
if  you  refuse  or  neglect  to  construct  the  works  aforesaid,  the  ^ 
vestry  will,  at  the  expiration  of  the  said  period  of  twenty -eight  days, 
cause  the  same  to  be  constructed,  and  will  proceed  to  recover  the 
expenses  from  ypu  in  the  manner  in  the  said  Act  provided." 

(Signed)  **  Johj^  Pabson,    ' 

"Vestry  Clerk." 

No  attention  having  been  paid  by  Mr.  Lewis,  to  this  notice,  a 
farther  notice  was  served  upon  him  on  the  26tb  November,  1860,  as 
follows,  viz.  :-^ 

"  To  Mr.  Thomas  Lewis,  of  No.  82,  Upper  Street,  Islington,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  owner  of  the  premises  known  as  John's  Place, 
Arthur  Street,  in  the  parish  of  Saint  Lake,  in  the  said  county,  and 
within  the  Metropolitan  Police  District. 

"  Take  notice  that,  at  the  expiration  of  twenty-four  hours  from  the 
s^rice  hereof  the  vestry  of  tne  said  parish  of  Saint  Luke  will,  in 
pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  and  of  the  notice  in  that  behalf  served  upon  you  on  the  21at 
day  of  August  last,  bv  their  mxrvejor,  agents,  and  workmen,  enter 
into  and  upon  the  said  premises,  John's  Place,  Arthur  Street,  afore- 
said, and  proceed  to  amend  and  reinstate  the  drainage  of  the  privies 
there,  to  cleanse,  empty,  and  destroy  the  cesspools,  and  provide  all 
sueh  pans  and  traps,  water  supply  and  water  supply  apparatus,  pipes, 
and  cisterns,  as  to  the  said  vestry  or  their  surveyor  may  appear  proper 
and  requisite;  and  do  further  give  you  notice  and  require  vou  to 
observe  that,  in  case  you  should  obstniot,  hinder,  or  molest  the  said 
sorreyor  to  the  said  vestry,  his  aeents  or  workmen,  you  will,  under 
the  provisions  of  th^  said  AQt,  be  liable  to  a  penalty  of  57. 
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*8691       *"I^a*^  *^e  26tli  day  of  November,  1860,  at  the  Board 
■I   Room,  Saint  Luke's  Workhouse,  City  Road. 

(Signed)  "John  Pabsons, 

"  Clerk  to  the  Vestry  of  St.  Luke'a'' 

In  pursuance  of  this  notice  the  vestry,  on  the  Ist  December,  1860, 
entered  upon  the  premises  and  fixed  a  cistern  upon  the  roof  of  the 
privies,  removing  the  roof  and  also  three  courses  of  brick  work  on 
the  upper  side  or  pitch  thereof  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  a  level 
base  for  the  cistern ;  the  roof  was  not  replaced,  but  the  lower  part 
of  the  cistern  formed  a  new  roof.  They  also  fitted  the  necessary 
plumber's  work  for  connecting  the  cistern  with  the  pipes  of  the  water 
company,  and  also  the  pipes  connecting  the  cistern  with  the  pans  of 
the  closets,  and  they  also  fixed  new  seats  in  the  privies,  at  an  expense 
to  the  vestry  of  12Z.  10«. 

The  surveyor  to  the  vestry  and  the  sewers  contractor  likewise 
proved  that,  at  the  time  of  theu*  entering  upon  the  premises  to  do  the 
works,  the  pans  of  both  the  privies  were  filled  and  choked  up  with 
filth,  and  that  the  seats  and  floor  were  covered  with  filth  in  conse- 
quence of  the  want  of  water  supply. 

The  works  having  been  completed,  the  vestry  forthwith  took  out 
the  summons  hereinbefore  set  forth.  After  hearing  the  case  I  deli- 
vered judgment  in  favour  of  Mr.  Lewis,  the  respondent,  having 
referred  to  the  notices  which  the  vestry  had  given,  and  which  are  set 
forth  in  this  case :  holding  that  The  Metropolis  Local  Management 
Act,  and  especially  the  81st,  82d,  and  85th  sections  thereof,  under 
which  the  vestry  had  acted  in  carrying  out  the  works  done,  contains 
no  power  to  convert  a  privy  into  a  watercloset,  by  providing  water 
supply  thereto,  as  had  been  done  in  this  instance :  but  that,  if  the 
*8701  V^^^y  already  established  was  not  sufficient,  the  *vestry  should 
^  have  required  the  respondent  to  have  made  it  so,  and  on  his 
deEault  the  vestry  were  empowered  to  make  it  sufficient,  under  the 
authority  of  the  81st  section,  by  doing  such  works  as  the  case  re- 
quired, and  then  to  have  recovered  from  the  respondent  the  expenses 
incurred  by  them  in  so  doing;  and  I  felt  myself  supported  in  that 
construction  of  the  statute  by  the  authoritv  of  the  case  of  Tinkler  v. 
The  Board  of  Works  for  the  Wandsworth  District,  27  Law  Journal 
Chancery  Reports,  p.  842.(a) 

The  vestry  of  the  parish  of  St  Luke  made  application  to  me  in 
pursuance  of  the  powers  of  the  20  &  21  Vict  c.  48,  within  the  period 
of  three  days,  stating  that  they  were  dissatisfied  with  mv  decision  as 
erroneous  in  point  of  law,  and  desiring  me  to  state  and  sign  a  case 
setting  forth  the  facts  and  grounds  of  my  determination  for  the  opinion 
thereon  of  the  Honourable  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  I  have  sUtted 
this  case  accordingly. 

The  opinion  of  the  Honourable  Court  of  Queen V  Bench  is  there- 
fore asked,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  herein  detailed,  I  ought 
to  have  made  an  order  upon  the  respondent  for  payment  of  the  said 
sum  of  122:  lOs. 

(Signed)  "  J.  H.  Babkes. 

"  5t}i  March,  18«l." 

(a)  Alio  nportod,  S  De  Ckx  4  Jontf  S6L 
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BwiUj  for  tbe  appellants. — This  case  depends  on  the  constraction 
of  certain  sections  of  the  "  Act  for  the  better  Local  Management  of 
the  Metropolis,"  18  &  19  Yict.  c.  120.  The  first  of  these  is  sect.  81. 
"  After  the  commencement  of  this  Act,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  newly 
to  erect  any  house,  or  to  rebuild  any  house  pulled  down  to  the  extent 
aforesaid,  within  any  parish  mentioned  in  Schedule  A.  to  this  Act,  or 
any  district  mentioned  in  Schedule  B.  to  this  Act,  without  a  r*o<Ti 
^sufficient  watercloset  or  privy  and  ashpit  furnished  with  pro-  '- 
per  doors  and  coverings,  and  also  furnished  as  regards  the  watercloset 
with  suitable  water  supply  and  water  supply  apparatus,  and  with  suit- 
able trapped  soil  pan  and  other  suitable  works  and  arrangements,  so 
&r  as  may  be  necessary  to  insure  the  efficient  operation  thereof;  and 
whosoever  shall  offend  against  this  enactment  shall  be  liable  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  twenty  pounds;  and  if  at  anv  time  it  appear 
to  the  vestry  or  district  board  of  such  parish  or  district  that  any 
house  in  any  such  parish  or  district,  whether  built  before  or  after  the 
conmiencement  of  tnis  Act,  is  without  a  sufficient  watercloset  or  p^ivy 
and  ashpit  furnished  with  proper  doors  and  coverings,  and  with  other 
apparatus  and  works  as  aforesaid,  the  vestry  or  district  board  shall, 
in  case  the  same  can  be  provided  without  disturbing  any  building, 
give  notice  in  writing  to  the  owner  or  occupier  of  such  house,  re- 
quiring  him  forthwith,  or  within  such  reasonable  time  as  shall  be 
specified  in  such  notice,  to  provide  a  sufficient  watercloset  or  privy 
and  ashpit  so  furnished  as  aforesaid,  or  either  of  them,  as  the  ca^ 
may  require ;  and  if  such  notice  be  not;  complied  with,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  vestry  or  district  board  to  cause  to  be  constructed  a 
sufficient  watercloset  or  privy  and  ashpit,  or  either  of  them,  or  do 
such  other  works  as  the  case  may  require,  and  to  recover  the  ex- 
penses incurred  by  them  in  so  doing  from  the  owner  of  such  house 
in  manner  hereinafter  provided :  Provided  always,  that  where  a  water* 
closet  or  privy  has  been  and  is  used  in  common  by  the  inmates  of 
two  or  more  houses,  or  if  in  the  opinion  of  the  vestry  or  district 
board  a  watercloset  or  privy  may  be  so  used,  they  need  not  require 
the  same  to  be  provided  for  each  house.'' 

*Sect.  82  gives  power  of  inspection.  P872 

Sect.  88  provides  for  the  case  of  persons  improperly  making  ^ 
or  altering  drains. 

Sect.  85.  **  If  upon  such  inspection  as  aforesaid,  any  drain,  water- 
closet,  privy,  or  cesspool  appear  to  be  in  bad  order  and  condition,  oir 
to  require  cleansing,  alteration,  or  amendment,  or  to  be  filled  up,  the 
vestry  or  board  shall  cause  notice  in  writing  to  be  given  to  the  owner 
or  occupier  of  the  premises  upon  or  in  respect  of  which  the  inspeo* 
tion  was  made,  requiring  him  forthwith,  or  within  such  reasonable 
time  fks  shall  be  specified,  in  such  notice,  to  do  the  necessary  works; 
and  if  such  notice  be  not  complied  with  by  the  person  to  whom  it  is 
given,  the  vestry  or  board  may,  if  they  think  fit,  execute  such  workp, 
and  the  expenses  incurred  by  them  in  so  doing  shall  be  paid  to  thero 
by  the  owner  or  occupier  of  the  premises." 

Sect  126.  "  Any  occupier  of  any  house  or  land  or  other  person 
who  refuses  or  does  not  permit  any  soil,  dirt,  ashes,  or  filth  to  be 
taken  awav  by  the  scavengers  appointed  by,  or  contracting  with  any 
vestry  or  board  as  aforesaid,  or  who  obstructs .  the  said  scavengen 
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in  ihe  perfbrmanoe  of  th^r  dntj,  fiball  far  every  such  ofifenoe-foffeit 
and  pay  a  stim  not  exoeeding  ire  pounds.^' 

The  authority  given  by  this  statute  to  the -vestry  or  diaftrietbond 
of  the  parish  or  district  i's  ^to  eause  to  be  eonstnieted  a  mffideni 
vatercloset  or  privy  and  ashpit,  or  either  of  them,  Ac.,"  when  re- 
quired, and  there  can  be  no  differenee  for  this  purpose  between  a 
house  having  no  wftterclosec  and  a  house  having  an  insufficient  water- 
closet.  Moreover,  in  tbi&oase,  not  one  of  these  four  houses  had  either 
a  watercloset  or  a  privy  to  itself.  The  magistrate  founded  his  deci- 
♦AT^i  ®^^^  ^'^  favour  of  the  •respondent  on  Tinkler  v.  The  Wands- 
^'^J  worth  District  Board  of  Works,  27  L.  J.  CShan.  842,(a)  which 
is,  however,  very  distinguishable.  There  the  Board  of  Works  for 
^fae  Wandsworth  District  stated  that  it- was  their  intention  to  do  away 
with  all  privies  within  the  district,  and  insisted  on  their  being  een- 
verted  into  waterolosets ;  and  it  was  held  that  in  this  they  exceeded 
their  powers.  In  many  cases,  as  for  instance  that  of  a  single  facuse 
in  an  open  district,  with  an  old  woman  the  only  inhabitant  of  the 
house,  it  would  be  absurd  to  contend  that  the  construction  of  a  water* 
dosct  was  necessary.  But  it  is  othferwise  in  a  crowded  court  wiA 
one  privy  for  every  two  houses.    (He  was:  then  stopped.) 

Beashy,  contril. — The  words  of  the  85th  section,  **if  any  drain, 
watercloset,  privy,  or  cesspool  appear  to  be  tn  bad  order  and  oondi- 
tion,  or  to  require  cleansing,  alteration,  or  amendment,  or  to  be  filled 
-up,  *c.,"  mui^t  be  construed  "I'eddendo -singula  singulis.^  The  alter- 
'native  given  to  the  vestry  or  district  board  is  to  construct  a  water- 
closet- or  a  privy  according  to  the  class  of  house— they  have  no  power 
'to  compel  the  owner  of  a  small  house  to  incur  the  expense  of  a  water- 
closet,  unless  a  privy  would  be  insufficient, -and  that  fact  is  not  found 
here.  The  imposing  such  an  expense  on  the  owner  of  a  small  house 
would,  in  many  cases,  render  it  valueless-;  for  i»he  trifling  rent  that 
could  be  obtained  for  it  would  cease  to  be  any  compensation  to  the 
landlord.  Tinkler  v.  The  Wandsworth  District  Board  of  Works,  27 
L.  J.  Chan.  842,(a)  is  expressly  in  point.  [Wiohtman.  J.— In  ttot 
case  there  was  a  general  order  to  abolish  all  privies  within  the  dis- 
•triot;  and  Lord  Justice  Turner,  p.  849.  expressly  alludes  tothatcir- 
♦ftT4.1  ^'^^s^^^^e.]  He  declines  to  decide  •the  present  qnestion ;  but 
-'  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  puts  the  case  on  the  bnxider  ground. 
At  p.  846  he  says,  "  Beraarkabie  as  some  of  the  provisions  of  that 
-statute  (18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120)  «eem  to  be,  I  am  of  opinion  that  they  do 
not  deal  with  the  rights  of  property  in  such  a  way  as  the  defendants 
contend  that  they  do ;  nor  can  I  ^d  in  the  two  statutes  (i.  e.,  19  &  20 
Viet.  cc.  120,  121)  any  warrant,  &c.,  for  what  the  defendants  have 
been  attempting  and  now  insist  upon.  The  question  is,  not  whether 
>they  have  power  to  cause  or  order  privies  within  their  district  to  be 
«put  in  a  proper  and  decent  state,  if  not  in  that  state ;  but  it  is,  whether 
ithey  have  the  right  op  power  to  force  on  the  plaintiff  the  mechanical 
contrivance  of  waterolosets,  with  their  requisite  apparatus,  for  wfaidi 
be  is  to  find  water  supply  as'  best  'he  may,  instead  of  the  privies  (soft- 
cient  as  privies  if  kept  in  a  condition  properfor  such  convenienoet 
are)' which  are  upon 'his  knd  for  the*  purposes  of  bis  ootts^es  there. 
tFhe  claim  of  the  defendants  in  that  respect  appears  to  me  maniiiBBdy 
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groaacUesaL"  Xhut  judgioeM  .figp  f^^ms  to  Ahow  tl^t  the  yestry  bera 
Have  atten^>ted,  undorcoloor  of  Uius  .statute,  to  do  what  could  only  be 
doDe  by  justices  of  the  peace  under  the  "  Nuisances  Bemoval  Act," 
19  4  20.  Viet  0.121. 

Bovill  was  not  called  on  to  reply. 

OooKBURK,  C.  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  tb^  tbe  decision  of  tbe  magis- 
trate in  this  case  was  erroneous.  The  question  submitted  to  us  is,  if 
sect  81  of  this  Act  authprisses  the  vestry  or  district  board,  where  a 
houae  has  .an  insufficient  privy,  to  direct  that  a  watercloset  shall  be 
constructed  in  its  stead.  The  whole  questicm  turns  '^on  these  r*Q»*^ 
words  in  that  section:  "If  at  any  time  it  appear  to  the  vestry  L  ®''^ 
or  district  board,  &c.,  that  any  house,  &c.,  is  without  a  sufficient  watcr- 
doset  or  privy  and  aahpit  furniahed  with  proper  doors  and  coverings, 
and  with  other,apparatus  and  works  as  aforesaid,  the  ve^ry  or  district 
board  shall,  io  case  the;0ame  can  be  provicjl^  without  disturbing  any 
building,  give  notice  in  writing  to  the  owner  or  occupier  of  such 
house,  requiring  him  forthwith,  or  within  such  reasonable  time  as 
shall  be  specific  in  such  notice,  to  provide  a  sufficient  watercloset  or 
privy  ana  ashpit  so  furnished  as  aforesaid,  or  either  of  them,  as  the 
case  may  require ;  and  if , such  notice  be  not  coinplied  with,  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  vestry  or  district  board  to  cause  to  be  constructed  a 
sufficient  watercloset  or  privy  iind  ashpit,  or  either  of  them,  or  do 
aueh  odier  works  as>  the  case  may  require,  and  tp  recover  the  expellees 
incurred  by  them  in  so  doing  from  the  owner  of  such  house  in  manner 
hereinafter  provided." 

On  the  part  of  the  vestry  it  is  urged  that  they  were  ri^ht  in  holding 
that  the  privies  attached  to  these  houses  were  insufficient :  while  the 
contention  of  the  respondent  is,  that  although  the  veetry  might  have 
directed  him  to  alter  those  privies  so  as  to  make  them  sufficient,  they 
could  not  order  waterclosets  to  be  put  up  in  place  of  them.  I  do  not 
see  Aat  such  is  the  necessary  effect  of  the  language  of  the  Act :  quite 
tbe  contrary.  Foi.ver  is  given  to  the  vestry,  .&c.,  to  cause  to  be  cqj^- 
structed  a  sufficient  watercloset  or  privy,  ''  or  either  of  .them ;"  which 
last  words  seem  very  strong  to  show  that  if  the  fact  is  once  established 
that  there  is  an  insufficient  privy,  they  are  to  have^autbority  to  order 
a  watercloset  or  privy  in  tne  dtemative.  Under  particular  circum- 
stances, neither  *a  new  privy  oould  be  constructed  nor  an  old  r«gjf^ 
one  alter^  bo  as  to  meet  the  neoessity  of  the  case.  An  exist-  ^ 
ing  privy  might  be  so  crowsded  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  keep  it 
elear  of  an  accumulation  of  filth,  which  might  caiise  disease ;  so  ibat 
the  only  remedy  would  be  by  introducing  water  to  carry  tbe  filth  into 
tbe  sewers,  ana  so  get  rid  of  it.  ,It  is  .rigiit  that  the  autborities 
appointed  by  the  legislature  to  .attend  to  the  sanitary  condUipn  of  the 
parish  or  district  should  have  the  power  to  do  this,  and  I  think  the 
Act  has  given  it  to  them.  In  Tinkler  v.  The  Wandsworth  District 
Board  of  Works,  27  L.  J.  Chan.  342,(a)  the  board  came  to  the  detfor- 
mination  that  att  privies  in  ^he  diatriet  should  be  Qonv^rt<|4  into  .water- 
closets. 

WI0HTXAK,  J. — ^lam  of  the  same  opinion.  If  the  .autboritie^^of 
this  'parisfa  have  power  to  carder:  the  conversion  of  a  privy  iiito  a  watef- 
doaet^  tlM  oitcumsftaoces  stated  in  ibe  case  relative  to  Jtl^e  pcM^itkoi 
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of  these  privies  folly  justify  tbeir  doing  so  in  the  present  instance. 
The  words  of  the  Act  appear  completely  to  warrant  them  in  what  they 
have  done,  for  it  says  they  may  act  "  as  the  case  may  require  f  they 
may  "cause  to  be  constructed  a  sufficient  watercloset  or  privy,  or 
either  of  themy 

As  to  Tinkler  v.  The  Wandsworth  District  Board  of  Works,  on 
which  reliance  has  been  placed  by  the  respondent,  there  is  an  obvious 
distinction  between  it  and  the  present  case :  for  there  the  defendants 
had  declared  their  intention  to  do  away  with  all  privies  within  the 
district,  whether  sufficient  or  not. 

*Crompton,  J. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Those  last  words 
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"  or  either  of  them"  appear  to  me  quite  clear,  and  to  remove  all 


doubt.  It  is  no  answer  for  the  respondent  to  say  that  there  is  another 
remedy  in  certain  cases  where  a  watercloset  or  privy  becomea  a 
nuisance  to  the  neighbourhood.  Judgment  for  the  appellants. 


BEEN  V.  BUBNESS.    Jan.  21. 

Ckarter^rty, — Warraniy, — Poiition  of  ship. 

By  memoraodam  of  eharter-party,  dated  London,  it  was  agnod  bttw—  A.  B.,  tfctfiia 
dMoribed  ai  "  owner  of  the  good  ship  or  Touel  ealled  the  H.,  of  420  tone  or  thonabomta,  mm 
«f»  th0  port  of  Am§t€rdam,"  and  C.  D.,  that  the  said  ship,  being  tight,  stavneh,  strong,  mad  erciy 
way  fitted  and  ready  for  the  Toyage,  should  "  with  all  possible  despatch  proceed  direet  to  N., 
Ao."  tn  an  aotion  by  the  shipowner  against  the  charterer  for  not  loading  the  agreed  earge ; 
Held ;  per  Coekbnm,  C.  J.,  Crompton  and  Mellor,  Js.,  disseatiente  Wightman,  J. j  that  the  wofds 
**  now  in  the  port  of  Amsterdam,"  did  not  amovnt  to  a  warranty,  or  oonstitvte  a  eondition 
precedent  to  the  contract,  that  the  ship  was  there  at  the  time  of  making  the  memoraadnm  of 
charter-party. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  agreed 
by  charter-party  that  the  plaintiff's  ship  called  the  Martaban,  then  in 
the  port  of  Amsterdam,  and  being  tight,  staunch,  strong,  and  every 
way  fitted  and  ready  for  the  voyage,  should,  with  all  possible  despatch, 
proceed  direct  to  Newport,  Monmouthshire,  and  that  the  defendant 
should  there  load  her  with  a  full  cargo  of  coals,  which  she  should  carry 
to  Hong  Kong,  and  there  deliver  in  consideration  of  freight,  to  be 
p^id  after  the  rate  of  sixty  shillings  sterling  for  every  ton  of  twenty 
hundred  weight  of  coals  so  delivered,  and  at  the  times  and  in  the 
manner  following :  that  is  to  say,  one-third  by  charterer's  acceptance 
at  three  months  date  from  the  final  sailing  of  the  vessel,  or  at  the 
*8781  ^^^^^  ^option  in  cash,  under  discount  at  two  and  half  per 
^  cent. ;  one-third  by  charterer's  acceptance  at  six  months  date, 
the  charterer  to  insure  the  amount  and  deduct  the  cost  of  insurance; 
and  the  remaining  one-third  of  the  freight  by  the  charterer's  accept- 
ance at  three  months  date  from  the  delivery  to  the  charterer,  in  Lon- 
don, of  a  certificate  in  writing,  signed  by  the  consiffnee»  of  the  right 
and  true  delivery  of  the  cargo  agreeably  to  bills  of  lading,  or  in  cash 
under  discount  at  five  pounds  per  cent  per  annum,  at  charterer's 
option :  and  that  the  defendant  should  be  allowed  ten  days  for  loading, 
and  should  receive  the  said  cargo  as  delivered  from  on  board  at  t^ 
rate  of  not  less  than  thirty-five  tons  a  w;orking  day,  weather  permit- 
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ting,  or  in  default  shoald  pay  demurrage  at  the  rate  of  four  pence  per 
ton  raster  per  like  day.  Averment  of  performance  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  ddfault  by  the  defendant 

Flea.  That  at  the  time  of  making  the  charter-party,  time  was  an 
essential  and  material  part  of  the  contract,  and'  the  then  situation  of 
the  ship  was  a  material  and  essential  part  of  the  contract,  as  the  plain- 
tiff ana  defendant  respectively  then  well  knew,  and  that  the  saia  ship 
was  not,  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  charter-party,  in  the  port  of 
Amsterdam,  of  which  the  defendant  then  had  no  knowledge  or  notice. 

Issue. 

The  following  special  case,  of  which  the  pleadings  were  to  be  deemed 
part,  was  stated  by  consent  of  the  parties  under  the  order  of  a  Judge. 

By  memorandum  of  charter-party,  dated  London,  the  19th  October, 
1860.  the  plaintiff^s  ship  **  Martaban"  was  chartered  to  the  defendant 
in  the  words  and  figures  following,  viz. :  ''  It  is  this  day  mutually 
agreed  between  A.  Behn,  Esq.,  owner  of  the  good  ship  or  vessel 
called  The  Martaban,  of  420  tons  or  thereabouts,  *now  in  the  r«Q7Q 
port  of  Amsterdam,  and  James  Burness,  Esq.,  of  London,  ^ 
merchant,  that  the  said  ship  being  tight,  staunch,  strong,  and  every 
way  fitted  and  ready  for  the  voyage,  shall,  with  all  possible  despatch, 
proceed  direct  to  Viewport,  Monmouthshire,  addressing  to  Messrs.  G. 
w .  Jones  ft  Co.  for  entering  and  clearing,  and  there  load  in  the  usual 
and  customary  manner  in  ten  days,  at  any  one  of  the  usual  loading 
plaoe&  Freighter  may  name  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  coals,  which 
said  freighter  binds  himself  to  ship,  not  exceeding  what  she  can  rea- 
sonably stow  and  carry  over  and  above  her  tackle,  apparel,  provisions, 
and  furniture  (the  captain  to  have  a  sufficient  quantity  of  coal  on 
board  at  port  of  loading  for  ship's  use  for  the  voyage,  and  have  the 
same  endorsed  on  bills  of  lading,  independently  of  the  cargo) :  and 
being  so  loaded,  shall  therewith  proceed  to  Hong  Kong,  or  so  near 
thereunto  as  she  may  safely  get,  and  deliver  the  same  alongside  any 
craft,  steamer,  floating  depdt  or  pier  named  by  the  consignee,  notice 
to  be  given  to  the  agent  or  consignee  of  the  vessel  being  ready  to 
discharge  (the  act  of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  riots  and  strikes  of 
pitmen,  fire,  and  aU  and  every  other  dangers  and  accidents  of  the  seas, 
rivers,  and  navigation  always  mutually  excepted):  the  freight  to  b^ 
paid  on  the  quantitv  delivered  in  accoraance  with  this  charter,  at  and 
after  the  rate  of  sixty  shillings  sterling  per  ton  of  twenty  hundred 
weight  in  full  of  all  port  charges,  wharfage,  consulage,  pilotage, 
Ramsgate  and  Dover  dues,  and  to  become  due,  say  ^  by  charterer's 
acceptance  at  8  months  date  from  the  final  sailing  of  the  vessel,  or  at 
owner's  option  in  cash,  under  discount  at  2^  per  cent. ;  ^d  by  char- 
terer's acceptance  at  6  months,  the  charterer  to  insure  the  amount 
and  deduct  the  costs  of  insurance;  the  remaining  ^  of  the  freight, 
less  the  *cost  of  any  coals  short  delivered  at  the  port  of  final  r^oon 
discharge,  and  after  deducting  such  cash  as  mav  oe  advanced  ^ 
by  the  agent  of  the  charterers  for  ship's  use,  which  the  captain  is  at 
liberty  to  draw  to  extent  of  2002.  on  usual  terms  against  captain's 
draft  on  charterer  at  90  days  sight,  to  be  paid  by  the  charterers  at  8 
months  date  from  the  delivery  to  the  charterer  in  London,  of  a  cer- 
tificate in  writing  signed  by  the  consignee,  of  the  right  and  true 
delivery  of  the  cargo,  agreeably  to  bills  of  lading,  or  in  cash  under 


discount  at'  6  per  dent,  per  anhUTh,  aft-  freigfttfet*tf  aptkin.  The  Tend 
to  delivefr  as  coi^totiittry,  and  th6  cairgo  ta  be  delivered  b3f  tbe  csptain 
and  received  by  the  consignee  at  the  rate  of  not  less'  toan'SS  tons  a 
ivorking  day,  weather  permitting,  or  tb  pay  a  demurrage  at  the  rate 
of  four  pence  per  ton  register  per  like  day.  The  vessel  td  bd  addmsed 
to  freighter's  agents  inwards  only,  at  the  port  of  dist^haa^,  fhec  of 
commission,  but  paying  2  per  cent,  to  charterer  in  London,  sime  to 
be  deducted  from  1st  payment  of  freight ;  any  claim  df  «verag6  tobe 
settled  according  to  tne  custom  at  Lloyd's :  a  oomttiisdioa  <rf  6  per 
cent,  on  amount  of  freight  is  due  by  the  owner  on  signing  this  charter- 
party  to  Dav^id  Brown,  ship  broker,  London,  and  to  whom  the  ship 
is  to  be  addressed  on  her  return  to  London :  penalty  for  non-perform- 
ance of  this  agreement,  estimated  amount  of  freight." 

The  ship  Martaban  arrived  on  the  previous  15th  October,  1860.  at 
Niewdiep,  at  the  entrance  to  the  Great  Noord  Hollandische  Canal,  on 
her  way  with  a  cargo  from  Sburabaya  to  the  docks  at  Amsterdam, 
which,  under  favouraT^le  (Circumstances,  she  could  have  neaehed  in 
twelve  hours  morfe;  btit,  in  consequerice  of  strong  g^ea  from  the 
opposite  quarteir,  and  the  absence  of  steam-tug  power;  she  was  un- 
*88n  ^vo^^^'^V  prevented  from  ♦reaching  the  place  of  dischai^  ia 
-I  the  Amsterdam  Docks  before  day-break  on*  the  2Sd  day  of  the 
same  month  of  October.  Niewdiep,  tB*l  j^&Ce  where  the  vessel  was 
unavoidably  detained  by  the  circumstaii<;eiB  aforesaid  on  the  said  l&A 
day  of  October,  the  date  of  the  above-recited  memorandum  of  charter- 
party,  is  a  place  in  the  direct  course  of  the  said  vessel  to  Amsterdam, 
arid  is  sixty-two  English  niiles  fibm  that  place,  but  ia'  not  within  the 
port  of  Amsterdam! 

The  ship  Martaban,  having  di^hai^ged  h^r  cargo  \i^tli  all  possibio 
despatch,  was  immediately  made  ready  for  sea,  and  without  a«y  delay 
sailed  on  the  16th  day  of  November,  and  proceeded  direct  for  New- 
port, pursuant  to  the  (jharter-psirty,  and  arrived  there  on  the  1st 
December  following.  ITotice  was  given  to  tTie  defendant's  agent  at 
Newport  on  the  5th  day  of  the  same'  December  that  the  diip  wii 
ready  to  receive  cargo,  and  on  the  16th  December  the  stipulated  lay 
days  expired.  The  defehdatit  contintially.  up  to  the  d^piration  of  ttis 
said  lay  days  and  afterwards,  refused  to  load  the  ship.  The  plaintiff 
as  soon  as  possible  thereafter,  liamely  on  the  20th  December,  lechar- 
tered  the  vessel*  for  Hong  Kong  from  Newport;  WitJi  u  cargo  (^  coal^ 
at  a  smaller  rate  of  freight  than  the  defendant  had  agreed  tb  pat, 
being  at  the  time  the  highest  that  could  be  obtained;  atid  thereopcA 
the  vessel,  having  loaded  with  all  possible  despatch',  saiiled  without 
delay  for  Hong  Kong. 

The  following  statiement  is  added  at  the  i^ueM  tft  the  defendant'i 
counsel,  and  under  protest  by  the  jilaiittTflPti  counsel. 

Before  the  charter  was  triade,  the  defendant  told  the  phrfntiflrs 
*8821  ^^'^^'^  ^^^*  ^®'  ^^®  defendant,  had  a  contract  •with  the  English 
^  government  tb  supply  coals  at  Hoiig  KoUg  in  Ghina,  and  that 
he  was  taking  up  the  ship  for  the  purpose  of  fulfilling^  that  contract 
The  defendant  did  not  state  Ifhat  there  was  any  limtl  of  time  for  the 
performance  of  this  contract  i^ith  thb  governnteuft^  but  be  said  thst 
there  had  been  so  much  dday  in"  th^  sailing' <!rfthb  ahiptf  previbady 
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takes  vip,  he  would  not  take  up  uj?  wUek  be  waa  xM>l<oextifi€d'i«iiuir 
ready,  or  as  near  as  possible  readjr. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of'  the  Courts  is^  Whether  the  irords 
fMic^tn  the  port  of  Am&lerdam  in  the  said  charter-party  amount  to  a^ 
warranty,  and,  if  so,  whether  the  position  of  the  ship  Martabaa  on 
the  19th  day  of  October  amounted^  under  the  ctroumstanee^  to  a 
breach  of  that  warranty. 

If  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to> 
reoorer,  the  question  of  damages  is  to  be  referred  to  the  Master^  audi 
judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  soch  damages  and  oostat 
of  sait. 

If  the  Court  diall  be  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  is  not- entitled  tt>f 
raeover,  then  judgment  of  nolle  prosequi,  with  costs  of  defence,  shall 
be  entered,  up  for  the  dtfendant. 

Mamsiy  {jkdciaehUuiYnthhim),  for  the  plaintiff. — The  words  in  this. 
ckarter-party,  "now  in.  the  port  of  Amsterdam/'  do  not.  constitute  t^ 
warranty  or  condition  preoedent.  to  the  contract  that  the  ship  was* 
there  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  inalrtiment,  and«  if  they  did, 
here  was  no.  breach  of  it.    The  rule  in  cosstFuing  eontraets  of  this- 
nature  is  to  look:  to  the  intention  c^  the  parties  as*  collected  from  the 
instrument.    Here  the  intention  was  that  the  statement  of  the  position 
o£  *tiie  ship  should  be  mere  matter  of  description,  and  if  any  r*oQ& 
damage  resulted  to  the  charterer  from  bia  object  being  fros-   ^ 
tratedin  consequence  of  her  not  beitig  in  that  position  at  the  time^, 
his  remedy  should  her  by  a  cross-aetion  for  damages :  and  this  coof 
struetion  is  in  accordance  with  that  put  on.  instruments  of  this  nftkureti 
in  Ritchie  v.  Atkinson,  tO  East  296;  Freeman  v.  Taylor,  8  Bing.  121^ 
(K  C:  L.  B.  Tol.  21);  CHpsham.  t;.  Yertue,  6  Q.  Bl  625^  (E.  C.  L.  BL 
vol;  48);  and  Barker  v.  Windle,  6  K  &  Bi  675  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  7Jiy 
pimeeh  tr.  Corlett,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  199,  where  the  previous  cases  ara 
reviewed^  is  an  express  authoritv  on  the  poink    [Cboxptqn,  J.-— 
Ollive  t^  Booker,  1  Exch*  ^16,t  decided  eleven  yevs  before,  seema 
the  other  way.  His  Lordship  also  mentioDed  Boone  u  Eyre,  1  H.  BL 
2Z3  (note).    WiGBSiiAN,  J.,  rderridd  to  Eenyon  %k  BN*thon,  1  Do^gl. 
12i  n.  (4),  and  Colby  i;.  Hunter^  1  Mood;  d^  M.  81.}    Those  two  casesK 
were  on  policies  of  inauranoe,  which  are  a  very  different  thing,  fi>it 
there  tlie  whole  risk  and  premium,  depend*  on  the  representation*. 
Great,  inconvenience  would;  result  from  holding  sueh  matters  aa  thew 
conditions  preoedent;  for  if  the  statement  as  to.' the  exact  position  o£ 
the' ship  or  the  time  of  her  sailing  ia  to  be  deemed  part  of  the  esaeneaj 
of  tlie  contract^  the  variance  o£  a  few  yaids*  or  minutes  would  vitiat* 
the  whole.    Moreover  if  the  words^  "  now  ia*  the  port  of  Amsterdam/' 
are  to  be  construed  as  amounting' to  &  condition,  precedent,  aisimilax 
construction  ong^  to  be  puti  oa  the  other  words  in  the  samei  sentence, 
being,  ^'  tight,  stauncbvStroBgv  and  in  every  way  fitted  and;  ready  foe 
the  voyage;"  which  is  comtcar^  to  Tarraboehia  v.  Haokiei^  1^  B-.  &  "S., 
188.t 

The  verbal  statement  introduced  into  thiarease  under  *pxo-  pogx 

rt  ought  not  to  be  attended  to«-«tfae  doing  so  would  have  ^  ^^ 
the  effect  of  importing  a  verbal  staiament  into  a  ehavtoB-party :  Bturat» 
Vi  Usfoom^  18  e.  B.  144;  (E.  Q.  L.  Bw  yioL  86)^    [ WieEiaiAN,  J.—The* 
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new  matter  introdaoed  makes  no  differenioe,  beoatne  it  says  the  ihip 
must  be  "  ready  or  as  near  as  possible  ready."] 

F.  if.  White  {Hanyman  with  him),  contri. — The  statement  of  the 
position  of  the  ship  in  this  charter-party  is  a  warranty  that  she  was 
at  that  place  at  the  time ;  and  the  facts  show  a  breach  of  it  The 
role  has  been  correctly  stated  by  the  other  side,  that  the  thing  to  be 
looked  to  is  the  intention  of  the  parties  as  collected  from  the  instru- 
ment. It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  words  here  are  not  the  usual 
ones,  that  the  ship  shall  proceed  on  her  voyage  "  with  all  convenient 
speed,"  but  "  with  all  possible  despatch."  Ollive  v.  Booker.  1  Ezch. 
416,t  is  ftQ  authority  in  point  for  toe  defendant ;  and  there  are  several 
other  instances  where  statements  of  this  nature  have  been  held  to 
amount  to  conditions  precedent :  e.  g.,  that  a  ship  shall  answer  a  par- 
ticular description :  Hurst  v.  Usborne,  18  C.  B.  144  (E.  G.  L.  B.  vol 
86) ;  that  she  shall  be  seaworthy  when  about  to  sail :  Thompson  v. 
Oillespv,  6  £.  &;  B.  209  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  86);  that  she  shall  sail  on  a 
particular  day :  Cranston  t;.  Marshall,  6  Exch.  896,t  Groockewit  t;. 
Fletcher,  1  H.  &;  N.  898,t  26  L.  J.  Exch.  168 ;  that  she  shall  be  ready 
to  receive  cargo  at  a  certain  time  :  Oliver  v.  Fielden,  4  Exch.  185  ;t 
and  that  goods  are  on  passage  at  the  time  of  sale :  Gorrissen  v.  Perrin, 
2  C.  B.  N.  S.  681  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  89). 

*8851  '^^  ^  ^^^  authorities  which  have  been  cited  by  the  *other 
^  side,  Dimech  v.  Gorlett,  12  Moo.  P.  G.  G.  199,  was  decided  on 
its  peculiar  circumstances ;  Bitchie  v.  Atkinson,  10  East  296,  was  an 
action  for  freight,  and  there  had  been  a  part  performance,  and  it  is 
distinguished  on  that  ground  in  Glaholm  v.  Hays,  2  Man.  k  Gr.  257 
<E.  G.  L.  B.  vol.  40).  Barker  v.  Windle,  6  E.  &  B.  676  (B.  C.  L.  R 
vol.  88),  in  the  Exchequer  Ghamber,  is  more  fully  reported,  25  L.  J. 
Q.  B.  849,  nom.  Windle  v.  Barker,  from  whence,  and  especially  from 
the  judgment  of  Martin,  B.,  it  appears  that  the  question  there  waa, 
one  of  fact  rather  than  of  law:  besides,  the  ship  was  only  described 
as  being  of  the  specified  size,  or  ''  thereabouts,"  so  that  there  could 
be  no  pretence  for  suggesting  a  warranty  as  to  size. 

•  Manisty,  in  reply. — It  is  doubtful  whether  Granston  v.  Marshall,  5 
Exch.  896,t  and  Groockewit  v.  Fletcher,  1  H.  &  N.  898,t  26  L.  J. 
Exch.  168,  will  stand,  if  brought  before  a  higher  tribunal.  If  thej 
do,  it  will  be  on  the  ground  taken  in  Tarrabochia  %\  Hickie,  1  H.  & 
N.  188,t  and  Seeger  v.  Duthie,  8  G.  B.  N.  S.  46  (E.  G.  L.  R.  vol.  96\ 
29  L.  J.  G.  P.  268,  that  a  contract  that  a  ship  shall  sail  on  a  given 
day  is  a  warranty,  although  a  contract  that  she  is  to  sail  **  wi&n  a 
reasonable  time,"  or  *'  with  all  possible  despatch,"  is  not  If  the  words 
here  amount  to  a  warranty,  no  qualification  can  be  grafted  on  it,  for 
a  warranty  must  be  taken  in  omnibus. 

GoCKBUKN,  G.  J. — Our  judgment  should  be  for  the  plaintiff.    I  fed 
considerably  embarrassed  by  the  conflict  of  authority  which  we  find 
*8861   ^^  ^^^  cases  that  have  '''been  brought  under  our  attention  in 
^   the  course  of  the  learned  arguments  on  both  sides. 

Ollive  v.  Booker,  1  Exch.  416,t  appears  to  me  directly  in  point 
The  statement  in  the  charter-party  there  was  that  the  ship,  relating 
to  which  the  question  arose,  was  then  "  at  sea,  having  saUed  three 
weeks  ago ;"  and  the  Gourt  of  Exchequer  held  that  that  fact  was  a 
oondition  precedent  to  the  enforcing  of  the  contract  by  the  shipowner 


1  BEST  ft  SMITH.    Q.  B.  888 

asaiiist  the  charterer.  On  the  other  hand,  Dimech  v.  Corlett,  12  Moo. 
PT  G.  C.  199,  appears  also  in  point  to  this  case,  and  is  in  conflict  with 
the  preceding  one  of  Ollive  v.  Booker,  1  Exch.  416.t  ^^  Dimech  v. 
Gorlett,  12  Moo.  P.  C.  C.  199,  the  representation  was  that  the  vessel, 
the  sabject  of  the  charter-party,  was  then  at  anchor  at  a  given  place, 
and  it  appeared  that,  so  far  was  that  from  being  the  fact,  she  was  in 
dry-dock  and  undergoing  the  process  of  bein^  sheathed  in  copper ;  and 
the  contract  was  that  she,  being  in  the  position  described,  should  sail 
"with  all  convenient  speed."  The  Privy  Council  held  that  her  being 
in  that  position  was  not  a  condition  precedent — ^that,  if  she  was  not 
there,  it  was  merely  matter  of  cross-action  for  damages ;  or  that,  if 
the  object  of  the  voyage  was  frustrated,  it  might  be  a  good  answer  to 
an  attempt  of  the  shipowner  to  enforce  the  contract  against  the  char- 
terer. 

In  this  conflict  of  the  decisions  the  right  course  for  this  Court  is 
to  abide  by  the  later  decision,  which  is  also  that  of  a  Court  of  very 
high  authority,  and  one  or  more  of  the  members  of  which  were  par- 
ticularly conversant  with  shipping  law. 

I  own  if  this  question  were  res  integra  I  should  be  much  disposed 
to  think  that  the  best  mode  of  construing  *these  charters,  r^oo^f 
where  there  is  a  representation  as  to  the  place  of  a  ship,  or  as  '- 
to  the  time  of  sailing,  or  analogous  matter,  would  be  to  hold  that,  if 
the  fact  represented  turns  out  not  to  be  correctly  stated,  and  in  conse- 
quence of  it  the  charterer  finds  himself  in  a  position  where  his  specu- 
lation and  enterprise  ma^  be  frustrated,  and  the  contemplated  advan- 
tages of  them  converted  into  disaster  and  loss,  that  should  justify  him 
in  repudiating  the  contract.  -  But,  on  the  other  hand,  where  the 
representation  is  that  the  ship  is  at  a  given  place,  or  is  to  sail  on  a 
given  day,  &c.,  and  it  turns  out  that  she  was  not  there,  or  could  not 
sail  for  some  short  time  after  that  specified,  &c.,  and  there  is  no  real 
frustration  of  the  objects  of  the  charterer,  and  little  or  no  damage 
has  been  done  to  him,  he  should  be  left  to  his  action.  I  throw  this 
out  with  a  view  to  legislation,  rather  than  to  interpretation  of  the 
law,  supposing  no  authority  on  the  subject.  I  do  not  feel  it  at  all 
necessary  to  express  judicially  any  opinion  upon  it ;  I  only  saj^  that 
here  is  a  conflict  of  authority,  and  I  will  abide  by  the  latest  decision; 
I  sincerel  V  hope  that  the  parties  will  go  to  a  Court  of  error  where  the 
law  may  be  satisfactorily  settled. 

I  have  to  say,  on  the  part  of  my  brother  Wightman,(a)  that  he 
thinks  we  ought  to  abide  oy  the  cases  referred  to  b^  Mr.  White,  and 
ought  not  to  overrule  them  on  the  opinion  of  the  Pnvy  Council 

Grompton,  J. — The  difficulty  here  is  that  there  are  so  many  of 
these  decisions,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  reconcile  them.  I  join  in  the 
opinion  of  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  that  this  case  should  eo  to  a  Court 
of  error,  which  will  be  less  hampered  by  contradictory  decisions,  and 
able  to  *lay  down  the  law  more  authoritatively  than  we  can,  r^goo 
who  are  only  a  Court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction.  Many  of  the  ■- 
cases  justify  my  brother  Wi^htman  in  his  doubts,  but  I  agree  with 
the  view  of  my  Lord  Chief  Justice.  I  think  it  lies  on  the  party  setting 
up  this  kind  of  statement  as  a  condition  precedent  to  show  that  it  it 
one,  i.  e.,  that  the  parties  intended  that  there  was  to  be  no  contract 

(a)  WightaAB,  J.,  bod  left  Ui«  Court  before  tbo  jvdgmoBt 
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unlcfefe  ike  stipulatioil  waA'peffonaod  to  tb9  kftter^-  l!lW,.Lookiiig*at. 
the  eanrU^p  auth(»itie8»  I  ouuicit  belpt  thinkiiMf .  tbat  tbo  laiw  on  ^is- 
sulgect  ia  a  bfan^h  of  tbe  general  law  as  laid^ddwn  in  Boone  v.  Eyre, 
1  H.  Bi.  273/  nbte;  Lord  Mansfield  them  sajs :  *'  She  distinction  is 
verjclear,  where  matual  ooyearant^go  to  the.  whole  of  the  considera- 
tion  on  both  aides  thejr- are  mofenal*  coaditionsy  th»  one  precedent  to 
the  other.  But  wbeie  thej  go  eiolyi  to  a  part,  where  a  .breach  may  he 
j^aid  fbr  in  damages,  there  the  defendant  has  a  remedy  on  hiacove' 
nant,  and  shall  Hot  plead*  it  as  a>  ooiMlition  preeedent.*^  Here  a  very- 
minute  matter,  soeh  as  «a  discrepancy  of  a  daj  or  an  hour,  would  be  a 
breach  if  the  statesnetit  is  to  be  taken,  a?  a  condition  precedent ;  which 
is  the  proper  expression,  ae  stated  by  my  brother  Williams  in  Barker 
V.  Windle,  6  B.  &  B*  676,  67»  (B*  C.L,  R  vol.  88),  in  the  Bxchectuer 
Chamber,  who  points  out  that  "warranty"  is  not  the  correct  one,  for 
if  there  is  a  warranty  the  party  musteue  on<  it* 

The  early  cases  b^r  very  mivch  the  aspect^  that  things  of  this  kind- 
are  to  be  looked  on  as  matter  of  stipulation  merely^  unless  you  can. 
see  very  clearly  from  the  terms  of  the  instrament  that  it  was  the 
intention  of  the  parties  not  to  be  bound  unless  they  were  performed 
to  a  hair's  breadth.    The  words  in<the  pi^ent  charter-par^,  that  the- 

*8891  ^^^^  ^^  ^  ^^^  '  ^^^  all  possible  despatch,"  created  *my  chief 
-I  doubt;  but  it  is  too  slight  to  act. on*  Now  Ollive  v.  Booker,  1 
Exch.  41&,t  which'  waa  decided  about,  elevea  years  ^o,  and  some 
other  cases,  varied-  the  old  notion,  about  independent  stipulationa  I 
was  never  quite  satisfiied>  with  ih^mp  hvkX  should  feel  bound  by  them. 
Ollive  V.  Bboker  is  very  near  the  piesent  case,,  but  Dimech  v.  Gorletty 
12  Moow  F.  G.  G.  199,  is  ^1  nearer,  for  it  is.  almost  word  for  woidL 
I  should,  not  like  to  fimnd  my  jjoAg/xiQinv  on  any  minute  or  fine-spua 
di£ferenoe  between  those  two  cases^  yet^.when  we- look  at  the  decisions 
Which  have  taken  place  within  the  last  two  or  thuee  yearsy  we  miifii 
consider  Ollive  v.  Booker  as-  iu  some  degree  shaken,  and  that  they  are 
I  think  neaiier  to  what  th&kw  ought  to' be.*  At  all  events^  we  mosf 
go  by  the  latest  authorky,  and-  leave  the  question  to.  the  Exchequer 
Cliamber. 

MsLLORi  J.-^Witk  very  considerable  hesitation  I  have  amved  at 
the  same  conclusion  with  my  Lord  Ghief  Justice  and  mj  brother 
Gromptoni  I  canaolr  disting^ush  thia.  ease,  iiont  Ollive  v.  Booker. 
That  case  has,  however,  been  broken  in^cm  by  thesubaequent  decision 
in  Dimecht;.  Gorlett,.and*I  shaU»thevef<Mra  abide  by  that  decision.  I 
should  have  been^  glad  if  OUiv^  v^  Booker  had  been  alluded  to  in  tbe 
judgment  there,  wMi  the  distuM>fiton  between^  the  cases  pointed  outi.  I 
^  consider  that  the  onus  of  proving^  this  statement  to  be  a  oondition 
'  precedent  lies  o»  tbe  pNwm  who  asaerta  it  to  be  sueh^  Looking  ai 
the  charter-paiity,  I  da  not^  thi^  this*  ia  a  condition:  preeedenti  and 
tither  think  it  is  notl  Judgmenti  fbr  the  plainti£ 

See  aoess  to  Onttov  v;  VbweB,  2  Bteitkfs  Lead.  (Ssses  1^ 
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*The  QUEEN  v.  iTie  Churchwardens  and  Overseers  df  the  r^^QQn 
Parish  of  ST.  UARY  ABCHES,  EXETER.    Jan.  22.  L  ^^"' 

Pinufer  hniaik.'^Part  of  nuiOef^s  famaf^limaneipaHm,^l6  dh  17  Fuf.  c.  ^7,  j^ 
102;--J2eMOM6tMyi-.9  <£r  10  Viet  e,  66,  aiwl  11  <£r  12  Viet,  c.  111. 


1'.  A  pftnpier  Iviratic  h«d-  roiidetf  !^i^  morfc  t&ftbl^yMii  lB'tkfriMfo(Ad«iit  parish  with  her 
fAlh«r  and  mothef,  wkea  ha  dM»  andahaooiillaaiid  to  rteida-wilh  bar  mother  in  that  parfih 
tiU  October  1856,  when  ihe  waa  tent  ta  the  wOrkhovM,  where  ihe  remained  till  the  24th  January, 
186l^.  In  Deoember,  1869,  her  mother  went  to  reside  in  another  parish,  but  did  not  aeqafre  any 
aeitlement  in  her  own  right  On  the  24th  January,  1^0,  the  panpe^  lanatie  was 'sent  fh>m  tho' 
wdrkhouae  to  ther  oomty  Ivnatie  atylttnr  and  waa*  eonfiiiad' there  mrtil  the  2Mb  April  following; 
irkeii  aha  was  disehiurged  and  wMt  to  nalda' With  her  mother.  Upon  ao  appeal,  against  an 
ovier'of  acyudiealion'  and  mainteaanoo,  nnder  stat.  16  A  17  Viek  e.  97,  upon  the  parish  in  which 
b«r  father  was  settled :  held  that,  the  paoper  Innatio  being  unemancipated,  continued  part  of 
bar  mother's  family,  and  therefore,  her' mother'h^tlng 'erased  to  be  irreaftorable,  she  also  eeased-* 
to  be  irremorable,  and  the  order  #av  rightly  miale. 

2.  Qft9f,  whether  an  lAiamanefpated'  ohUd  oav  aeqiiire  a-statas  of  irramovabili^  in  its  own- 
right? 

TJpoK  appeal  against  an  oraer  of  t?wa  jtlstices  foi?  the*  ooutity  of 
Ijancaster,  adjudging  that  the  place  of  the  last  legal  settlement  of  Ann< 
Cambridge,  a  pauper  lunatic,  coniSned  in  the  county  lunatic  asylum, 
situate  at  Prestwich,  in  the  said  county,  was  in  the  parrsfa,  township^ 
or  place  of  St.  Mary  Arches,  in  the  dty  and  County  of  the  city  g£ 
Bxeter,  and  ordering^the  guardians  of  the  poor' of  that;  parish  to  pay 
to  the  guardians  ot  the  poor  of  the  toiwliship  of  Manchester,  in  the- 
county  of  Lancaster,  certain  sums  of  motley  in  respect  of  the  examina- 
tion and  maintenance  of  the  pauper  lutiatic,  the  sessions  confii»med  the 
order,  slubject  to  the  opinion  of  lAii9  Conn  on  the  following  case^ 

The  place  of  settlement  of  David  GamfMdge;  tiie  &ther  of  the  paupei* 
lunatic  Ann  Cambridge,  was  iti  the  appellants  parli^.  On  the  8d^ 
Obtober,  1827,  Bavid  Cambridge  was  married  to  Bliaabelh  TrapnelL 

^*The  pauper  lunatic  is  the  legititbiate  unmarried  daught^  of  r^ronj 
David  Cambridge  and  his*  said  wife,  and  was  bom  on  the  Idth  *- 
August,  1829.  She^  has  never  beeii  emaiioipatedy  i^o^  having  been^ 
able  at  any  time,  owing  ta  ill  health,  to  provide  for  of  take  car^  ot 
herself.  For  twetity-four  vears,  ttaihiery,  filwn  the  montk  of  July,r 
11832,  up  tb  this  28d  July,  1854,  the  pauper  lunatic  and  her  parents 
i^ded  together  continuously  in-  the  risspottd'ent  towusliip.  Upon  the' 
23d  July,  1856,  David  Cambridge  dlerf.  After  his  death  Ae  pauper 
lunatic  and  her  mother  continu^  to' reside  together  in  the  re^ndent' 
township  until  the  month  of  October,  1868,  When  the  pauper  lunatio! 
Wias  sent  from  her  said  place  of  abode  in  the  township  of  Manchester, 
by  the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  tbair  tbwhship,  into  the  Gheetham? 
Hill  Workhouse,  the  said  workhouse  being  a  workhouise  of  and  for,- 
and  situate  within,  the  township  of  Maiichester.  The  pauper  lunatie 
remained  in  the  Cheetham  Hilt  Workhouse  until  the  24th  January ,^ 
1800.  In  the  month  of  December,  1869,  attd  whilsl  the  pauper  luoatto 
was  in  the  Cheetham  Hill  Workhouse,  her  hiother  (who  continued  to 
be  the  widow  of  David  Cambridge)  removed  from  tlie  township  of 
Sfanchester  to,  and  #ent'  to  reside  iti,  the  township  of  Chorlton-upon- 
iCedlock,  in  the  said  county,  in  which  latter  toWbship  she  has  evet 
since  continued  tb  I'eside.  She  has^  not,  during  her  widowhood,  ao^ 
^ired  any  settlement  iu  h^r  own*  rigl^£    Upon  the^  MfOi  of  January, 
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1860,  Ann  Cambridge  was  a  paaper  lunatic,  and  was,  pursuant  to  the 
authority  of  the  statutes  in  that  oehalf,  sent  from  the  Cheetham  Hill 
Workhouse,  where  she  was  then  residing,  to  the  county  lunatic  asy- 
lum, situate  at  Prestwich,  in  the  said  county,  and  being  a  lunatio 
asylum  for  the  said  county ;  and  Ann  Cambridge  was  then  received 
into  the  said  asylum,  and  was  confined  therein  until  the  25th  April, 
*8921  ^^^'  when  she  was  discharged,  and  went  to  reside  *with  her 
-I  mother  in  the  township  of  Ghorlton-upon  Medloek. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that,  under  the 
circumstances  herein  stated,  the  order  ought  not  to  have  been  made, 
inasmuch  as  the  pauper  lunatic  was,  at  the  time  of  her  being  conveyed 
to  the  county  lunatic  asylum  at  Prestwich,  exempt  from  removal  to 
the  parish  of  her  settlement  by  reason  of  some  provision  in  the  Act 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  and  in  the  Act  11  k  12  Vict.  c.  111. 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  that  the  order 
was  rightly  made,  inasmuch  as  the  pauper  lunatic,  when  conveyed  to 
the  county  asylum,  was  not  exempt  from  removal  to  the  parish  of 
her  settlement,  under  the  said  Act  taken  in  connection  with  the  Act 
11  k  12  Vict,  a  111. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  the  pauper 
lunatic  was  or  was  not,  at  the  time  of  her  being  conveyed  to  the  said 
county  asylum,  exempt  from  removal  to  the  parish  of  her  settlement 
If  this  question  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  the  order  is  to  be 
quashed.    If  in  the  negative,  the  order  is  to  be  confirmed. 

The  argument,  which  began  on  January  18th,  was  continued,  and 
judgment  given  on  January  22d. 

Wheeler,  Serjt,  and  West,  for  the  respondents. — ^By  stat.  16  k  17 
Vict.  c.  97,  s.  97,  under  which  the  order  was  made,  two  justices  may 
inquire  into  and  adjudge  the  settlement  of  a  pauper  lunatic  confined 
in  an  asylum,  and  order  the  expenses  of  the  examination  and  main- 
tenance to  be  paid  by  the  guardians  of  the  union  or  the  overseers  of 
the  parish,  as  the  case  may  be.  But,  by  sect.  102,  repealing  sect.  5 
of  Stat.  12  k  IS  Vict  c.  108,  all  such  expenses  in  the  case  of  a  pauper 
lunatic  "  who  would,  at  the  time  of  his  being  conveyed  to  such  asy- 
^8981  ^^^  ^''  ^^^^®  he/em  exempt  from  removal  to  the  parish  of  his 
^  settlement,  &c.,''  "shall  be  paid  by  the  guardians  of  the  parish 
wherein  such  lunatic  shall  have  acquired  such  exemption  if  such 
parish  be  subject  to  a  separate  board  of  guardians,  or  by  the  overseer* 
of  such  parish  where  the  same  is  not  subject  to  such  separate  board, 
and  where  such  parish  shall  be  comprised  in  any  union  the  same  shall 
be  paid  by  the  guardians,  and  be  charged  to  the  common  fund  of 
such  union."  Here  the  pauper  lunatic  was  not  emancipated,  and 
therefore  her  removability  depends  on  whether  her  surviving  parent 
was  removable  or  not  Her  father  was  irremovable  from  Manchester 
at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  if  her  mother  had  remained  there  the 

Eauper  lunatic  would  have  been  irremovable ;  but  her  mother  having 
roken  her  residence,  and  thereby  become  removable,  the  pauper 
lunatic,  when  she  left  the  asylum,  was  also  removable,  because  she 
was  unemancipated;  Begina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Cudham.  1  £.  &  & 
409.  In  The  Overseers  of  St  Giles  in  the  Fields,  apps..  Guardians 
of  the  Strand  Union,  resps.,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  161,  &  C.  80  L.  J.  M.  C,  12, 
the  pauper  lunatic  was  exempt  fix>m  removal  at  the  time  of  his  being 
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oonveyed  to  the  asylum.  Begina  v.  The  Overseers  of  Elvet,  6  Jur. 
N.  S.  1850,  29  L.  «f.  M.  C.  17,  may  be  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  but 
there  both  parents  were  dead  at  the  time  the  order  was  made.  The 
object  of  stats.  9  ft  10  Yiet.  c.  66,  s.  1,  and  11  ft  12  Yict.  c.  Ill,  s.  1, 
was  to  prevent  the  separation  of  members  of  the  same  family.  [They 
cited  Rex  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Much  Cowame,  2  B.  ft  Ad.  861  (E. 
C.  L.  B.  vol.  22),  and  referred  to  Lord  Campbell's  judgment  in  Begina 
V.  The  Inhabitants  of  St.  Ann,  Blackfriars,  2  E.  ft  B.  440,  446  (E.  C. 
L.  B.  vol  75).] 

*J.  Kay  and  Haptvood,  for  the  appellants. — First,  the  pauper  ^#094 
lunatic  was  irremovable  from  Manchester  at  the  time  when  she  ^ 
was  sent  to  the  workhouse  in  October,  1858 ;  and  therefore,  also,  when 
she  was  sent  to  the  asylum ;  because  the  time  during  which  she  re- 
ceived relief  in  the  respondents'  workhouse  is  to  be  treated  for  all 
purposes  as  if  it  had  never  existed :  per  Lord  Campbell,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  The  Overseers  of  Hartfield,  apps..  The 
Churchwardens  of  Botherfield,  resps.,  17  Q.  B.  746,  762  (E.  G.  L.  B. 
vol.  79),  overruling  Begina  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Salford,  12  Q.  B. 
106  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  64T.  Stat.  16  ft  17  Vict.  c.  97,  s.  102,  mentions 
the  time  of  the  pauper  lunatic  being  conveyed  to  the  asylum  as  that 
at  which  his  status  of  irremovability  is  to  lie  ascertained.  And  stat. 
12  ft  18  Yict.  c.  108,  6.  4,  following  stat.  9  ft  10  Yict.  c.  66,  s.  1,  as  to 
the  exclusion  of  particular  periods  in  the  computation  of  the  five 
years,  enacts  that  the  removal  of  any  pauper  lunatic  to  an  asylum, 
ftc.,  and  the  removal  of  any  pauper  otherwise  than  under  an  order 
of  remoyal  from  his  place  of  abode  in  any  parish  of  a  union  to  the 
workhouse  of  such  union,  shall  not  be  deemed  to  be  an  interruption 
of  the  residence  of  such  pauper  in  respect  of  stat.  9  ft  10  Yict.  c.  66 ; 
'*  but  the  time  spent  in  such  lunatic  asylum,  ftc.,  or  workhouse,  ftc., 
shall  be  wholly  excluded  from  the  computation  of  the  time  of  the 
residence."  In  Begina  v.  The  Guardians  of  the  West  Ward  Union, 
7  E.  ft  B.  21,  25  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  90),  Lord  Campbell,  in  delivering 
the  judgment  of  the  Court,  said,  stat.  12  ft  18  Yict  c.  108,  s.  4,  ex- 
pressly relates  to  the  status  of  irremovability,  ''  and  was  passed  for 
the  purpose  of  regulating  liabilities  as  between  parishes  of  residence 
and  parishes  of  settlement."  [They  also  cited  Begina  v.  The  Inhabit- 
ants of  St.  Leonard's,  Shoreditch,  14  Q.  B.  840  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  68), 
*and  Begina  v.  The  Inhabitantsof  Potterhanworth,  1 E.  ft  E.  262.]  r^ggg 
The  mother  of  the  pauper  lunatic  changed  her  residence,  before  '- 
the  conveyance  of  the  pauper  to  the  lunatic  asylum,  and  therefore  the 
break  of  residence  would  have  no  e£foct  upon  the  status  of  irremova- 
bility which  the  pauper  lunatic  had  acquired  in  Manchester. 

Secondly.  The  pauper  lunatic  is  not  within  the  proviso  to  sect  1  of 
stat  11  ft  12  Yict.  c.  Ill,  which  repealed  the  proviso  in  stat.  9  ft  10 
Yict.  c.  66,  s.  1.  The  proviso  in  11  ft  12  Yict.  c.  Ill,  is,  "  Whenever 
any  person  should  have  a  wife  or  children  having  no  other  settlement 
than  his  or  her  own,  such  wife  and  children  should  be  removable  from 
any  parish  or  place  from  which  he  or  she  would  be  removable,  not- 
withstanding any  provisions  of  the  said  recited  Act;  and  should  not 
be  removable  from  any  parish  or  place  from  which  he  or  she  should 
not  be  removable  by  reason  of  any  provision  in  the  said  recited  Act." 
This  question  always  arises  alter  expenses  have  been  incurred,  wUob 
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ftecounts  for  the  peenliftr  language  '^abo«dd  beiremQ¥al>le''  aisd  '^v^nlfl 
be  remoTable,"  which,  in  Begioi^  v.  The  Inhabitants  pf  Cudbam^  .1^. 
k  £.  409,  413,  Crompton,  J.,  miA  he  wib  enable  to  aee  the  eff^  <]f . 
The  proviso  contemplates  tfaie  &ther«s  .living  at  the  time,  And  has  oi^t 
provided  for  the  alt^native  of  his  death,  am  :therefore  ip  that  eveat 
the  proviso  does  not  limit  the  wide  term  in  fwbi^h  the  iiremoTabiliiy 
«fter  five  years'  Te$ide&oeiis  conferred.  The  proviso  applies  only  to 
the  father ;  if  it  is  understood  as  applying  to  the  case  where  the  mother 
happens  to  survive,  and  becomes  the  head  of  the  family,  the  mother 
of  the  pauper  lunatic  bad  no  setttonent  Moreover,  the  word  "child- 
ren" in  these  provisoes  was  intended  to  refer  to  persons  pf  tead^r 
^gggn  *years,.iand  not  to  include  a  person  of  the  age  of  thirty  yeaiss. 

•I  Further,  upon  the  death  of:  the  faljier,  the  pauper  lunatic  baa 
his  settlement  until  the  mother  gains  one  in .  her  own  right.  The 
policy  of  the  Legislature,  to  prev^^t  the  sepa^ration  c^  meimbein  of  the 
flame  family,  which  the  respondeate  insiat  MpoQ,  and  which  has  been 
further  carried  out\by,stat.*S4.^  j25  Yiet.'C.  6S,  a.  2,  will  be  frustiraied 
if  the  pauper  lunatic  is  removable  to  ihp  .appellant  parish,  wbfle  her 
mother,  who  is  not  changeable,  will  remMn  where  .she  is.  [GocK3inftK, 
C.  J. — When  >a  man  diea,  his  widow  has  his  settleme^  If  ^e 
acquires  a  fresh  settlement,  the  tcbildja  foUowa  it;  if  not,  the  child 
retains  thi^t  of  the  father,  beoause  :the  mother  has  it.]  If  the  ehilfi, 
After  the  death  of  the  &th0r,  continues  ip  reside  with  .the  modiw,  it 
would,  if  unemaBcipated,  foUow  the  .settlemeQ:t  which  the  mother 
acquired  subsequently  in  her.  own  right ;  but  if  the  father  was  irre- 
movable at  the  time  of  hie  death,  ^md  the  ehild  continues  iathe  plaoe 
of  his  residence,  it  is  irremovable:  Begina-i;.  TheOveroeersof  £lvet» 
6  Jur.  N.  S.  1S50,  29  L.  J.  U^C.  17.  [C»ohptok,  J.— In  that  case 
the  child  was  emancipsled,  and  never  became  a  paft  of  the  mother's 
&mily ;  and  the  mother  being  dead«  it  could  not  follow  her  settlemeat 
as  head  of  the  family.  When  the  motber  becomes  the  head  of  the 
family,  you  say  that  they  can  be  separated  by  a  break  of  reaidenee  9n 
the  part  of  the  modier.  Gockbiw^,  G,  J[.— If  the  ehild  baS'  not  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  the  &ther  acquired  a^atatus  of  irremovalHlityr  how 
can  it  have  the  benefit  ef  the  father's  atatus  of  irremov^ability  wh^ 
the  mother  has  become'  removable?]  In  The  Overseers  of  St  Giiles 
in  the  Fields,  apps..  The  Guardians  of  &e  StrandiUnion,.  resps.,  7  Jur. 
♦8971  ^'  ^-^^l'  *^  ^'  J-'^'  C. :  12,  **the  pauper  lunatic-who  faad.K- 

•^  sided  unemancspated  with  hia  father  five  years,  .aiid  was  then 
conveyed  to  the  .asylum,  .was  held  aveiupt  from  removal,  though  the 
isther  had  broken  hia  roudence. 

By  Stat.  24  &  25  Yict.  c.  ^,  s.: 2,  ''Wliere^a  child  vnder  the  •g^'^f 
aixteen  years,  residing  with  *t8  siifTiving  parent,  shall  be  Im  an 
orphan,  and  such  pareat  shall  at  the  time  of  death  have  aequiredian 
OKemption  firom  removal  by  vieaaoB  of  ia  eoi^in^ed 'residcmce,  #aeh 
orphan  shall,  if  not  otherwise  irvemovaUe,  be  eExempt  6rom-wfoiofi9l 
in  like  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  as.  if  it  had  then  acukedfer 
itself  an  exemption  firom  removal  by  reridenoe."  The  woraa  "  if  ja(4 
otherwise  irreraovable"  can  have  no  cfienttion  unless  the  ^^hiUL^oan 
acquire  exemption  fiom^removml  fay  reaidenoe,  as  in  ^B^pw  t^*  1^ 
OvaraeeiB of Slvet,  5 Jw.N.fi. I8fi0, 20  L.  J.U.O.Vl.  {Qaigoiwr, 
G.  J.^n^  ohiki  mMj  hdom^ .  fwuMJuatari  jp  wrmqa^nsupk  iApit 
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Statute  applies  to-flio  6obo  ^f  ft  ehUd  bothiwiiOBe  pafreiits.are  de^d.  Ti^ 
stattis  of'irremovabHilj  ftovvweSfjiBt  as  the  s^eroent  doesj  Tim 
liegtslatnre  supposes  that  the  death  of  .the  pamnt  would  ^aiose  t^ 
mavabrltty  and  provides  for -the  oase  in^^hich  itbe  obild -.would  wt 
otherwise  be  removable. 

Thirdly.  The  patiper/ifhougfanDamaiieipated,  had  aequrred  for  her- 
-edf  a  status  of  irremo^vibility  ^when^she  was  ecmveyed  to  theaayhiin. 
She  is  Bot  within  the-aiteraative  in  the  proviso  to:stat. 9  &:10  Tict.c. 
ft6,  s.  1,  of  a  person  having  no  ether  settlement  than  her  own,  for  the 
tsase  finds  that  the  settlement  of  her'&ther  was  in  the  appellant  .parish, 
and  she  would  have  her  fatherVi  settlement.  .  She  had  resided  before 
tmd  aft^  his  death  more  than  five  years  in  Manehester.  In  Begiiui 
t^.  The  Overseers  of  Elvet,  Lord  GiBanpbell  aaid,  "There  is  r*gog 
*ii0thinff  to  prevent  an  unemaaoipiited  child,,  able  to  work  &r  ^ 
its  breaa,  from  aequiringit  status  of  iiremovability/'  rand  '  :the  mother 
of  the  pauper  having  died  before  she  became  chargeable,  she  did  not 
lose  the  status  of  irremovability,  or  follow  her  mother's  settlement." 
[OocKBURN,  C.  J. — ^If  those  observations  are  l^en  to  the:  full  ^extent, 
an  tineraancipated  ehild  liviog  in  its  lather -s:  fimiily  at  the  age  of  fiy^ 
years  might  aoq^iire  a  status  of  irremovability ;  and  tibia  conseqiUenc^ 
•would  fiSlow,  that  if  the  &ther  •ehanged  his  resideufie,  and  was  re- 
moved to  the  plaeeof  his  settlement,  tne  child  oould  not  be  removed 
with  him.] 

CoccBUBK,  G.  J.-~^l  am  <tf  opii^ion  that  our  judgment  should  be  for 
the  respondents.  The  •case  tsms  upon  the  question  whether,,  at  the 
time  the  pauper  lunatic  was  taken  from  the  workhouse  .to  the  lanatiic 
-allium,  she  was  removable  from  Manchester,  the  respondent  parish, 
to  the  place  of  her  father'e  flettlenaext,  the  appdllant  pariah.  TI^ 
father  of  the  pauper  Imnatic' had  acquired  the  status  of  irremovabili^ 
by  his  r^sidenoe  in  -Manehester :  on  his  death  her  mother,  contuiuiiig 
to  reside  at  Manchester,  also  had  the  status  of  irremovibility.  The 
pauper,  an  unemanotpated  child^  maiding  first  with  her  £ither  and 
afterwards  with  her  mother,  became  ohai^eable  and  was  sent  4o  tl^ 
workhouse.  It  is  Emitted  that  the  tijno  whieh.  elapsed  between  her 
being  sent  to  the  workhouse  aad  the  time  of  maUng  the  order  of 
adjudication  on  which  the  question  arises,  does  not  co»nt/SO  as  to 
-create  irremovability  from  Manchester.  .The  mother,  prior  to.  the . tiiae 
now  under  consideration,  had  i«moved>from  Mimchester,  and  so  had 
lost  her  status  of  irremovability  ;■  and  the  qneatiett  therefore  is,  whether 
the  pauper  lunatic,  being  uoemaaoipate)d,i  eontiaued  ja  laeinb^  r^gao 
^f  her  mother^s  family.  I  think  she  did.  It  ia  admitted  that,  ^ 
during  the  time  a  ohiM  eontiaueaaf  member  of.  the  family  of  which 
either  the  fal^her  or  mother,  as  the  ease  may  be,  is  the  head,  the  resi- 
dence of  the  child  will  not'OKatci&hinLorheraatatttBof  irremov- 
ability :  and  stat.  24  A'S6  Viet.  o.  fi6,.s»  8,  by  wiiich,  on  the  death  of 
the  father  or  mother,  ibe  prior  'reaidenoe^wiith  tiie  survivijag  parent 
^  enures  for  ^he  benefit  ^  Jtheofaild  lOo  as  to  create  the  statos  pf  iiw- 
movability,  applies  only^to %he easeof  a  efaUdiunder  the  age  of Huxtaf n 
yearsf  left  an  orphan.  The  ouestioD  therefoie  ttsdlves  itself  ifito  tUs, 
whether  the  mother,  if  she  beeame.  chargeaible,  rwonld  be  removahlfe. 
CRearly  she  would  be,'beeaiise  shehad  hiiokea.  her  residence  in. Map- 
.^Aeeter.  ^heH'iB«heve^ai|7*hiDg  iiiotet.  9.ii:10  Yiat.  c.^46,or  inttiiblt. 
11  k  12  Yict  a  111,  to  prevent  the  pauper  lunatic  from  being  remoT* 
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able  7  I  think,  thoiigb  tlie  proviso  in  the  first  statute  is  very  obscare, 
and  the  proviso  in  the  second,  which  was  passed  in  substitution  of  the 
first,  is  still  more  so,  the  effect  is  that  a  child,  so  long  as  he  or  she 
continues  a  member  of  the  parent's  family,  shall  not  acquire  the  status 
of  irremovability  until  the  death  of  the  one  or  the  other  parent  who 
was  the  head  of  the  family,  if  that  parent  was  removable.  For  as  it 
might  happen  that  the  wife  or  children  were  irremovable,  the  statute 
intended  to  keep  families  together,  and  accordingly  made  the  status 
of  the  children,  if  unemancipated,  to  follow  that  of  the  head  of  the 
family.  In  this  case,  if  the  mother  became  chargeable  she  might  be 
removed  to  the  appellant  parish ;  and  the  object  of  the  statute  would 
be  frustrated  if  we  put  on  it  the  construction  contended  for  by  the 
appellants,  and  hold  that  the  pauper  lunatic  could  not  be  removed  to 
*0OO1  ^^^  place  of  her  father's  settlement,  or  adjudicated  to  be  ^settled 
•I  there.  It  seems  absurd  that  a  person  of  thirty  years  of  age 
should  still  be  treated  as  a  child;  but  it  is  well  established  that  for  all 
purposes  of  settlement  and  relief  an  unemancipated  child  is  to  be  con- 
sidered a  member  of  the  family  of  the  parent.  Therefore  the  pauper 
lunatic,  in  respect  of  settlement  and  removability,  follows  the  condi* 
tion  of  the  mother.  The  mother,  by  her  break  of  residence  in  Man- 
chester, has  ceased  to  be  irremovable ;  and  therefore  the  pauper  lunatic^ 
bein^  chargeable,  may  be  adjudged  to  be  settled  in  the  appellant 
parisn. 

On  the  further  question,  whether  an  unemancipated  child  can 
acquire  a  status  of  irremovability  in  its  own  right,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  come  to  any  conclusion. 

Cbohpton,  J. — I  also  am  of  opinion  that  we  best  carry  out  the 
policv  and  meaning  of  the  words  of  stat.  11  &  12  Yict  c.  Ill',  s.  1, 
which  latter  are  very  meagre,  b^  holding  that  the  status  of  irremov* 
ability  of  an  unemancipated  child  follows  the  status  of  the  head  of 
the  family,  just  as  the  settlement  of  such  a  child  follows  the  changes 
of  settlement  of  that  head.  Stat.  16  &  17  Yict.  c.  97,  s.  102,  which 
makes  provision  for  the  costs  of  the  maintenance  of  a  pauper  lunatic 
who  is  exempt  from  removal,  points  distinctly  to  the  time  when  the 
pauper  lunatic  is  conveyed  to  the  asylum,  &c.,  as  that  at  which  the 

Suestion  arises  whether  he  was  exempt  from  removal.  And  that 
epends  on  stat.  11  &  12  Yict  c.  Ill,  which  is  a  substitution  for  the 
proviso  to  sect.  1  of  stat.  9  &  10  Yict.  c.  96,  and  gives  the  law  upon 
the  subject.  [His  Lordship  read  the  11  &  12  Yict.  c.  Ill,  s.  1.]  In 
this  case,  the  father  having  died,  the  mother  became  the  head  of  the 
*9011  ^^^^^Yf  ^^^  ^^  question  is  whether  the  pauper  lunatic  is  not  a 
^  *child  within  that  provisa  The  section  could  not  refer  to  a 
dead  person  having  a  child ;  and  the  words  '*  having  no  other  settle- 
ment than  his  or  her  own,"  and  ''from  which  he  or  she  would  be 
removable,"  meet  the  case  of  the  mother  surviving  the  father.  It  is 
said  that,  in  this  case,  the  pauper  lunatic  has  the  settlement  of  ike 
fitther,  and  not  that  of  the  mother,  and  that  is  true  in  one  sense, 
because  it  is  derived  firom  the  fiither ;  but  the  section  applies  to  the 
case  where  a  child  has  no  other  settlement  than  that  of  the  mother  in 
the  sense  in  which  the  statute  uses  the  expression,  because  it  is  de- 
pendent on  and  floats  with  hers.  When  the  fieither  is  dead,  the 
removability  of  an  imemancipated  child  depends  on  that  of  the  xnodicir, 
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who  ia  the  head  of  the  family ;  and  in  this  case  the  mother  ceased  to 
be  irremovable  before  the  child  was  conveyed  to  the  asylum. 

The  two  cases  which  were  cited  in  support  of  the  contention  of  the 
appellants,  were  not  decided  on  a  change  of  the  status  of  the  surviv- 
ing parent  of  the  pauper  lunatic.  In  Begina  v.  The  Overseers  of 
Elvet,  5  Jur.  N.  S.  1850,  29  L.  J.  M.  C.  17,  the  mother  was  sent  to 
the  lunatic  asylum  before  the  father  died,  there  was  no  change  in  her 
status  of  irremovability,  and  she  was  not  the  head  of  the  family  at 
the  time  of  the  order  being  made.  The  Overseers  of  St.  Giles,  apps., 
The  Guardians  of  the  Strand  Union,  resps.,  7  Jur.  N.  S.  161,  30  L. 
J.  M.  C.  12,  is  still  less  applicable :  the  father  having  lost  his  status 
of  irremovability  after  the  pauper  lunatic  had  been  conveyed  to  the 
asylum,  a  question  arose  if  the  charge  of  maintaining  the  child  should 
be  thrown  on  the  parish  of  settlement ;  and  it  was  argued  that  it  would 
be  hard  on  a  parish  if,  when  the  father's  status  *was  changed,  r^ono 
that  of  the  child  was  not  changed  also ;  but  the  Court  said  ■- 
that  it  might  be  a  casus  omissus,  or  it  might  be  the  policy  of  the 
Legislature  that  such  questions  of  chargeability  should  be  settled  at 
once.  The  expressions  used  by  the  Judges,  about  the  child  acquiring 
the  status  of  irremovability  of  the  &ther,  are  referable  to  the  facts 
of  that  case. 

Then  it  was  argued  that  the  time  during  which  the  pauper  lunatic 
was  in  the  workhouse  was  not  only  to  be  excluded  from  the  compu- 
tation of  the  five  years  which  comerred  the  status  of  irremovability, 
but  did  not  deprive  her  of  the  status  she  had  acquired.  But  that 
arrament  does  not  affect  the  question  whether  the  mother  is  remov- 
able; and,  the  mother  being  removable,  the  case  is  within  stat.  11  & 
12  Yict.  c.  Ill,  and  the  status  of  an  unemancipated  child  having  no 
other  settlement  than  that  of  the  parent,  is  to  follow  the  status  of  the 
head  of  the  familv  just  as  the  settlement  does. 

We  must  decide  the  case  according  to  the  law  as  it  was  before  stat 
24  &  25  Vict  c.  56 ;  but  I  think  that  sect.  3  of  that  statute  does  not 
alter  the  law;  it  rather  presumes  that  the  status  of  removability  or 
irremovability  of  the  child  would  float  with  that  of  the  surviving 
parent. 

Mbllor,  J.,  was  not  in  Court  during  the  argument  on  the  first  day, 
and  therefore  took  no  part  in  the  judgment  Order  confirmed. 


♦The  QUEEN  v.  The  Vestry  of  St.  LUKE'S,  CHELSEA.  r^KiAo 

Jan.  22.  ^^^ 

Mattdamus.^Meiropolis  Loeai  Mamiffemeni  Act,  18  dh  19  T«e<.  e.  120,  $.  (^9.— Swert 

— Vutry. 

Tb«  MetropoliUn  Loeal  ManAfement  Aet,  18  k  19  Viet  e.  120,  i.  69,  caaots,  tiwt  th«  TMtry 
of  tray  pwif  h  mentioned  in  Sohednle  A.  ihaU  mnke  raeh  eewen  m  may  be  neeeiiary  for 
effMtaally  dnining  their  pnrU h :  prorided  that  no  new  eewer  ihall  be  made  without  the  proTioni 
«f pfOTa]  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Worlit.  Mandamni  to  the  restry  of  one  of  theie  pariihei, 
commanded  them  to  make  anoh  eewen  ae  might  be  neeeieaiy  for  draining  a  partienlar  part  of 
Ike  pariih,  and  to  take  aU  neeeesary  ftepi  in  that  behalf:  held  delbetiTe :  flnt,  beeanae  it  did 
Bot  ihow  a  present  dn^  to  make  the  eewen;  leeondly,  beeanae  it  ordered  the  defendanta  le 
fluka  them  withent  ihowlttg  that  the  approTal  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  had  been  obtained. 
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Makbahus  to  tlid  Vestry  of  the  parish  of  St.  Luke,  ChebM,  in  tile 
connty  of  Middlesex,  recited  that  the  parish  of  St.  Luke,  Chdsea, 
^'JEis  a  parish  mentioned  in  Schedule  A.  to  stat  18  k  19  Yiek  e.  120, 
and  that;  after  the  passing  and  coming  into  operation  of  the  said  Act 
of  Parliament,  it  became  attd  was  necessary,  io^  eflfectoally  drainii^^ 
a  certain  part  of  the  parish  elilled  Limerstovi  Street,  tiiat  the  ireertry 
should  make  certain  sewers  and  works,  and  that  the  vestry  were  didy 
requested  to  make  the  said  Sewers  and  works  by  and  on  behalf  of 
Edward  Wigan  and  John  Alfred  Wigan,  the  owners  of  certain  house* 
in  the  said  street  in  the  parish,  whose  prc^rty  was  greatly  injured  for 
want  of  such  sewers  and  works  for  eroctually  draining  the  same,  aad 
to  take  all  necessary  steps  in  that  behalf:  but  that  the  vestry  had 
neglected  and  refused  to  make,  and  still  did  neglect  and  refuse  to 
make,  such  sewers  and  works  as  might  be  and  were  neoeasary  for 
effectually  draining  the  said  part  <^  the  parish,  or  to  take  all  or  ^any 
4eQQ^1  necessary  ^steps  or  st^  in  that  behalf.  The  writ  then  com- 
J  manded  the  vestry  to  make  iruoh  sewers  and  works  as  might  be 
necessary  for  effectually  draining  that  part  of  the  parish  called  Limer- 
ston  Street,  and  to  take  all  necessairy  steps  in  that  behatf. 

Return:  that  the  i^id  sewers  and  works  were  not  necessary  for 
effectually  draining  the  parish  of  St.  Luke,  Chelsea,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  and  that  Limerston  Street  was  a 
street  formed  after  the  passing  and  within  the  limits  of  stat.  8^9 
Yiet.  c.  cxliii.,  ''  For  better  paving,  lighting,  cleansing,  regulatiiig, 
and  improving  the  parish  of  St.  Luke,  Chelsea  (exclusive  <3S  the  dis- 
trict of  Hans  Town),  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,"  and  that  the  said 
street  was  never  sufficiently  paved,  flagged,  stoned,  gravelled,  leveled, 
drained,  and  sewered  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Commissioners  for 
putting  the  last-mentioned  Act  into  execution,  and  had  never  been 
sufficiently  paved,  flagged,  stoned,  gravelled,  levelled,  drained,  and 
sewered  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  vestry  since  the  coming  into  opera* 
tion  of  the  Act  for  the  better  local  management  oi  the  metropolis, 
and  that  it  was  the  duty  and  obligation  of  the  respective  owners  of 
the  houses  and  teneznents  adjoining  or  abutting  on  the  said  street  on 
each  side  thereof,  subject  to  the  directions  contained  in  the  last-men- 
tioned Act;  and  in  the  Act  for  the  better  local  management  of  the 
metropolis,  and  in  the  by-laws  made  and  published  by  the  Metrc^li- 
tan  Board  of  Works  under  and  pursuant  thereto,  at  their  own  respec- 
tive charges  and  expenses,  to  well  and  sufficiently  pave,  flag,  stone, 
gravel,  level,  drain,  and  sewer  so  much  of  the  said  street  to  the  centre 
thereof  as  was  opposite  to  and  co-extensive  with  their  respective 
''^^9051  ^^^^^  ^^  tenements  adjoining  or  abutting  on  such  street.  And 
^  *that  Limerston  Street  was  a  road  or  way  set  out  by  and  at 
the  expense  of  private  parties  for  the  use  and  accommodation  of  oer* 
tain  private  property  near  thereto,  partly  built  and  partly  unbuilt 
upon;  that  the  soil  of  the  said  road  or  way  was  private  property; 
that  the  said  road  or  way  was  not  a  highway  repairable  by  ue  ia- 
habitants  of  the  said  paHsh,  and  had  never  been  paved  or  made  in  a 
proper  or  substantial  matmer ;  that  a  large  portion  of  the  land  abittlii^ 
on  the  said  road  or  way  was  unenclosed  building  land,  upon  which  no 
liouses  had  been  erected,  or  begun  to  be  erectra ;  that  the  said  road 
ot  way  was  not  a  street  withfai  the  ttieaning  of  the  Aet  of  Pagliaawi 


1  BB8T  &  SMITH.    Q.  B.  905 

for  ike  belter  local  mapOftgement  of  the  metropolis;  that  there  was,  in 
a  certain  part  of  the  parish  of  St.  Lake,  Chelsea  (to  wit),  in  the  Kinu:'s 
Road,  near  to  the  said  road  or  way  called  Limerstou  Street,  a  pablic 
aewer  vested  in  and  cleansed  and  maintained  by  the  vestry,  conve* 
niently  situated  and  well  adapted  as  an  outlet  for  the  drainage  of  the 
said  road  or  way,  and  of  the  houses  and  land  abutting  thereon ;  and 
the  vestry  were  ready  and  willing,  subject  to  the  previous  approval 
of  the  said  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  to  permit  the  respective 
owners  oi  the  said  road  or  way,  aud  the  said  houses  and  land,  at  their 
own  costs  and  charges,  to  drain  the  same  into  the  said  public  sewer 
in  the  King's  Boad.  And  that  the  vestry  were  not  by  law  liable  or 
bound,  un^r  or  by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  for  the  better 
local  management  of  the  metropolis  or  otherwise,  to  cause  to  be  made 
the  said  sewers  and  works. 

And  that  the  vestry  had,  from  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act 
for  the  better  local  management  of  the  metropolis,  exercised  a  reason- 
able discretion  and  judgment  in  causing  to  be  made  such  sewers  and 
works  as  were  in  *their  judgment  from  time  to  time  necessary  r^Qf^^ 
for  effectually  draining  the  said  parish,  and  that  they  had,  in  ^ 
the  exercise  of  such  reasonable  discretion  and  judjnnent,  and  with 
the  previous  approval  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  in  man- 
ner directed  by  the  Act  for  the  better  local  management  of  the 
metropolis,  caused  to  be  made  divers  sewers  and  works  in  and  for  the 
drainage  of  the  parish,  which  sewers  and  works  were  all  the  sewers 
and  works  which  the  vestry,  in  the  exercise  of  such  reasonable  dis- 
cretion and  judgment,  had  deemed  it  expedient  and  proper  to  cause 
to  be  made  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  or  at 
any  time  since,  in  execution  of  and  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act  for 
the  better  local  management  of  the  metropolis. 

And  that  the  sums  required  for  causing  to  be  made  and  completed 
the  several  sewers  and  works  necessary  for  effectually  draining  the 
whole  of  the  parish  would  amount  to  a  very  large  sum,  to  wit,  to  a 
flum  exceeding  12,0002^,  and  that  the  moneys  in  their  possession  or 
control  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  or  at  any 
time  since,  were  whollv  inadequate  and  insufficient  to  defray  the  costs 
of  making  and  completing  such  sewers  and  works,  and  that  the 
vestry  could  not,  otherwise  than  by  making  and  levying  rates  wholly 
exorbitant  and  unreasonable  in  amoi;in|,  and  vexatious  and  oppressive 
to  the  rate-payers  of  the  parish,  raise  sums  which  would  be  sufficient 
to  defray  the  cost  of  making  and  completing  the  said  sewers  and 
works,  and  also  to  meet  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  to  which 
sewers-rates,  leviable  within  the  parish,  were  then  liable  by  law,  that 
is  to  say,  the  costs  and  charges  of  and  incident  to  the  cleansing, 
repairing,  maintaining,  and  managing  the  existing  sewers  in  the 
parish  vested  in  the  vestry,  the  '^'payment  of  the  interest  and  r«gA^ 

e^rtions  of  the  principal  of  the  mortgage-debts  of  th^  late  ^ 
etropolitan  Commissioners  of  Sewers,  contracted  under  The  Metro- 
politan Sewers  Act,  1848,  and  the  Acts  for  continuing  and  amending 
the  same,  and  charged  under  the  said  Acts  upon  the  parish,  amount- 
ing to  8226i  lOa.  6d.,  and  the  payment  of  the  amounts  required  by 
the  precepts  of  the  Metropolitan  Boar4  of  Works,  and  pavable  by 
Iha  w^tUf  toat  and  towards  tW  exp«i^9  of  the  Boar^^  JK^  the  waotv 
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tion  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  and  for  raising  moneys  for  tlie 
metropolis  main  drainage  rate,  nnder  and  pursuant  to  stat  21  &  22 
Yict.  c.  104.  for  altering  and  amending  the  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act,  1855,  and  extending  the  powers  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  for  the  purilBication  of  the  Thames  and  the  main  drainage 
of  the  metropolis. 

First  plea,  to  the  whole  return,  that  the  sewers  and  works  in  the 
writ  mentioned,  and  thereby  commanded  to  be  made,  were  necessary 
for  effectually  draining  the  parish,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament  in  the  writ  mentioned. 

Issue  thereon. 

2.  Demurrer  to  the  whole  return,  except  the  statement  above 
traversed  in  the  first  plea. 

Joinder  therein. 

8.  Plea:  as  to  the  whole  return,  except  the  statement  traversed  in 
the  first  plea,  that  the  vestry  had  not  made  any  order  that  the  said 
street,  called  Limerston  Street,  should  be  sewered,  pursuant  to  the 
local  Act  in  the  return  referred  to ;  and  that  divers  of  the  owners  of 
the  houses  and  tenements  adjoining  or  abutting  on  the  said  street,  on 
each  side  thereof,  had  refused,  at  their  own  expense  or  charge,  respec- 
♦9081  ^^^^^y*  *^  sewer  any  part  of  the  said  street,  *of  which  the  vestry 
^  had  notice  long  before  the  issuing  of  the  writ ;  and  the  other 
owners  of  the  houses  and  tenements  adjoining  to  or  abutting  on  the 
said  street,  willing  to  sewer  such  part  of  the  said  street  as  was  opposite 
to  and  co-extensive  with  their  respective  houses  or  tenements  adjoin- 
ing or  abutting  on  the  said  street,  could  not  make  the  sewers  and 
works  mentioned  in  the  said  mandamus :  of  all  which  the  vestry  had 
notice  long  before  the  issuing  of  the  writ,  and  before  the  request  in 
the  writ  mentioned. 

Demurrer,  and  joinder  therein. 

The  Attorney- General  (with  him  D.  Keane),  for  the  prosecatorsL — 
The  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  writ  depends  on  the  construc- 
tion of  sect.  69  of  The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Act,  18  k  19 
Vict.  c.  120.  By  that  section  "  The  vestrv  of  every  parish  mentioned 
in  Schedule  A.  to  this  Act,  and  the  Board,  of  Works  for  every  district 
mentioned  in  Schedule  B.  to  this  Act,  shall  (subject  to  the  powers  by 
this  Act  vested  in  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works)  from  time  to 
time  repair  and  maintain  the  sewers  under  this  Act  vested  in  them,  or 
such  of  them  as  shall  not  be  discontinued,"  £c.,  '*  and  shall  cause  to 
be  made,  repaired,  and  maintained  such  sewers  and  works,  or  such 
diversions  or  alterations  of  sewers  and  works,  as  may  be  necessary 
for  effectually  draining  their  parish  or  district,"  &c.  "Provided 
always  that  no  new  sewer  shall  be  made  without  the  previous  approval 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works."  The  necessity  for  these  sewers 
being  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  defendants  to 
make  them  or  take  the  necessary  steps  for  making  them.  Sect  158 
^QQQ-i  gives  the  defendants  ample  power  of  raising  the  money  *re- 
-*  quired  for  the  construction  of  sewers,  and  sect  159  enables 
thein  to  exempt  parts  of  the  parish  or  district  not  benefited  by  the 
execution  of  the  works.  The  last  part  of  the  return  asserts  that  the 
making  of  these  sewers  is  in  the  discretion  of  the  defendants ;  but  the 
terms  of  sect:  69  are  imperative.    The  words  are,  "such  sewers  sad 
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works  as  may  be  necessary,"  not  "  such  sewers  and  works  as  shall  in 
the  exeroise  of  their  discretion  be  deemed  necessary."  That  part  of 
the  return  does  not  show  that  the  defendants  have  taken  any  steps 
towards  making  these  sewers :  if  it  is  sufficient,  the  duty  may  be  in- 
definitely deferred.  [Cbohpton,  J. — The  general  necessity  for  these 
sewers  is  admitted  by  the  demurrer,  but  the  defendants,  in  effect,  say 
in  their  return  that  they  have  expended  all  that  they  cpuld  reasonably 
raise  by  rates  in  the  construction  of  other  sewers.] 

Sect.  69  makes  the  approval  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works 
necessary  for  making  these  sewers;  but  the  writ  only  calls  upon  t1|^ 
defendants  to  "  take  all  necessary  steps  in  that  behalfl"  If  they  had 
returned  an  order  of  the  Metropolitan  Board,  in  such  terms  that  they 
could  not  have  made  the  sewers  without  violating  that  order,  it  would 
have  been  an  answer  to  the  writ.  The  defendants  cannot  exonerate 
themselves  from  the  discharge  of  a  duty  which  the  Act  of  Parliament 
has  thrown  upon  them,  by  omitting  to  apply  for  the  approval  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board,  which  they  might  obtain  if  they  applied  for  it. 

[He  also  argued  that  the  first  part  of  the  return  was  no  answer  to 
the  writ,  inasmuch  as  the  provisions  in  the  local  Act  did  not  protect 
the  vestry  if  they  were  otherwise  bound  to  make  these  sewers.  He 
also  referred  to  sects.  ^90,  92,  93,  96,  and  247  of  stat.  18  k  19  r^.^. 
Vict.  c.  120,  and  sects.  95  and  96  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  clxiii.]   ^^^^ 

Sir  F.  Kelly  (with  him  Webby),  for  the  defendants.— First.  Sect.  Q9 
of  stat  18  k  19  Yict.  c.  120  contains  a  general  declaration  of  the 
powers  conferred  and  duties  imposed  upon  vestries  and  district  boards, 
one  of  which  is  that  of  effectually  draining  the  parish  or  district.  But 
the  order  in  which  the  works  necessary  for  that  purpose  are  to  be 
executed  is  left  in  their  discretion,  as  from  the  necessity  of  the  thing 
it  must  be,  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
given  bv  sects.  187, 188.  The  writ  does  not  show  that,  in  the  exercise 
of  the  discretion  of  the  defendants,  these  sewers  ought  to  be  made ; 
nor  does  it  show  that  the  making  of  them  is  necessary  for  draining 
the  whole  parish. 

Secondly.  A  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  order  a  person  or  bod v  of 

Eersons  to  do  an  act  which  cannot  lawfully  be  done  unless  something 
as  been  previously  done  by  a  body  over  which  the  person  or  persons 
commanded  to  do  the  act  have  no  control.  The  first  proviso  in  sect. 
69  is  that  "  no  new  sewer  shall  be  made  without  the  previous  approval 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works :"  it  does  not  say  who  is  to  obtain 
or  apply  for  that  approval.  This  objection  is  not  removed  by  the 
insertion  of  the  words  in  the  writ  '*  to  take  all  necessary  steps  in  that 
behalf,"  because  those  words  follow  the  order  to  make  the  sewers. 
But  suppose  they  were  in  the  beginning  of  the  mandatory  part  of  the 
writ,  there  has  been  no  request  to  the  defendants  to  take  the  step  of 
applying  for  the  approvid  of  the  Metropolitan  Board.  And  if  an 
application  for  the  "^approval  of  that  Boaru  is  one  of  the  neces-  rngi  i 
sary  steps,  it  shows  that  there  must  be  a  discretion  in  the  ^ 
vestry,  for  they  could  not  be  required  to  apply  for  the  approval  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  to  execute  works  which  they  themselves  thought 
to  be  inexpedient. 

As  to  the  return,  it  amounts  to  this,  that  the  defendants  have  done 
all  that  they  deem  necessary,  and  all  that  they  had  the  means  of 
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doing.  [Croxfton,  J. — ^Tfae  prosecutors  miisi  show  tlial  it  is  tbe 
duty  of  the  defendants  to  levy  additional  money  by  rates  for  making 
these  sewers,  though  the  rates  are  already  exorbitant.]  He  was  then 
stopped. 

The  Attorney' Generalj  in  reply. — The  writ  is  sufficient,  as  it  shows 
that  the  sewers  commanded  to  be  made  are  necessary  for  draining  this 
particular  part  of  the  parish.  But  it  does  not  appear  tfakt  the  drainage 
of  the  whole  parish  would  not  be  completed  by  draining  this  street; 
that  other  parts  of  the  parish,  which  require  to  be  drained  £rst,  are 
not  drained,  would  be  matter  of  return,  being  especially  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendants.  [Cookburk,  C.  J. — ^There  may  be  a 
greater  necessity  for  draining  other  parts  of  the  parish  than  for  drain* 
ing  this  part.  It  is  not  enough  for  the  writ  to  show  that  a  statutoiy 
duty  is  imposed  and  is  unperformed ;  it  must  go  on  to  show  that  the  party 
has  had  an  opportunity  of  performing  it.  Cbohpton,  J. — ^There  is 
another  insuperable  objection  to  the  writ — that  it  commands  the  de- 
fendants to  do  an  act,  the  doing  of  which  depends  uipon  a  contingeocy.] 
The  averment  in  the  writ,  that  the  vestry  were  duly  requcNsted  to 
make  the  sewers,  but  that  they  had  refused  to  make  them,  most  be 
construed  to  mean  that  they  were  requested  to  take  the  prmer  steps 
*dl91   ^^^  *making  thetn,  and,  among  other  things,  to  apply  to  tlie 

-I  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for  their  approval.  [Cbomptox, 
J. — ^The  peremptory  mandamus  must  follbw  the  form  of  the  manda- 
mus, and  woula  command  the  defendants  to  make  the  sewers  if  they 
could  obtain  the  approval  of  the  Metrc^litan  Board.]  It  may  be  that 
the  defendants  have  obtained  that  approval ;  and  the  Court  will  not 
assume  that  the  Metropolitan  Board  will  not  give  their  a{q>roval  if 
there  is  a  necessity  for  the  works,  while  thev  resale  their  control 
over  the  mode  of  constructing  the  sewers,  given  by  sects.  1S7, 1S8. 
The  Metropolitan  Board  can  order  a  sewer  to  be  made,  but  cannot 
expend  any  funds  upon  the  expense  of  making  it  {Cockbubk,  C.  J. 
— ^The  Metropolitan  Board  have  a  control  over  the  local  drainsgf 
merely  to  prevent  its  interfering  with  the  main  drainage.  Cboxf* 
TON,  J. — ^I  give  no  opinion  on  the  power  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
unp[er  sects.  187,  188g 

CocKBURN,  G.  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  writ  is  defective.  In 
order  to  constitute  a  sufficient  writ  there  ought  to  appear  iqx)n  the 
face  of  it  a  present  duty  to  be  performed,  and  a  non-performance  of 
such  duty.  This  ¥rrit  only  states  a  general  duty  in  the  vestiyto 
make  the  works  in  question,  and  does  hot  dow  that  in  the  particular 
instance  it  is  a  present  duty  to  make  them.  By  stat.  18  &  19  Vict,  c; 
120,  an  absolute  duty  is  imposed  upon  the  vestry  to  take  steps  for  the 
drainage  of  their  parish ;  and  that  involves  the  duty  of  draining  all 
parts  of  their  parish.  But  sect.  69  must  be  construe  wiUi  this  neces^ 
sary  qualification,  that  a  reasonable  time  must  be  allowed  for  the  dis- 
charge of  the  duty ;  and  when  we  consider  the  magnitude  of  the  works 
«9131   ^  ^  ^^^®  ^^  ^  ^extensive  a  paririi  as  this,  and  the  large  funds 

^  required  for  the  completion  of  the  works,  it  is  elear  that  there 
must  be  vested  in  the  body  upon  whom  the  performance  of  the  daty 
is  cast  some  discretion  as  to  tne  measures  to  be  taken,  and  with  refe^ 
ence  to  the  greater  degree  of  exigency  for  the  worics  in  one  district, 
as  oompared  with  another.    They  have  a  Hmited  fond  out  of  vhicli 


the  expeQoes  are  to.  be  defini^yed ;  and,  tiMMStgb  tbej  bare  a  ppve^  t$^.: 
levy  ratea,  they  inqst,  aa  a  public  boardi  exercise  it  vitb  a  yiew  tQ ; 
vrhat  is  right  and  reasonable ;  and  in  expending  the  money  so  raised 
they  must  have  a  discretion  as  to  what  part  of  the  parish  they  wiU  • 
drain  first,  and  what  worka  abould  have  priority  of  execution.  In 
this  ca3e,  admitting  the  neceaaity  of  the  works,  yet  tbe  vestry  maj 
have  been  properly  of  opinion  that  other  parts  of  tbe  parisb  ought 
to  be  drained  first;  and  that,  having  regard  to  the  funds  i^  their 
hands,  this  part  of  the  parish  might  wait.  It  is  not  eQQUgb  to  state  , 
that  this  particular  part  of  tbe  pariah  reinained  undrained,  and  ths^t . 
there  was  a  necessity  that  it  should  be  draiped ;  it  sho\ild  be  showi^  . 
that  a  reasonable  time  had  elapsed,  ao  that  the  draining  thfit  p^rt  was. , 
converted  into  a  present  duty. 

Another  objection  to  tbe  writ  H  tbat  U  orders  the  defendants  tQ  * 
perform  a  duty  which  is  conditional  upon  tbeir  obtaining  the  ap- : 
proval  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Worka,  and  it  orders  them  to 
apply  for  that  approval.    I  am  not  aware  of  any  ease  in  which  this 
Court  has  issued  such  a  mandamus.   These  can  be  no  return  to  a  per-; ; 
emptory  mandamus  except  performance :  if  the  defendants  returned 
that  they  had  applied  to  the  Metropolitan  Board,  and  tbat  their  approval 
had  not  been  given,  they  would  be  involved  in  serioos  difficulties. 
^Though  there  is  a  strong  argument,  ab  inconvenienti,  that  this  r^oi  4 
doctrine  enables  the  defendants  to  avoid  the  duty,  and  tenda  ^ 
to  destroy  the  effibct  of  the  statute,  the  miachief  may  be  met  by  issuing 
two  writs  of  mandamus.    But  it  is  not  necessary  t;o  decide  that  point* 

These  objections  to  the  writ  being  fatal,  it  is  not  necessary  tq  go 
into  tbe  questions  on  the  demurrers  to  the  return  and  the  pleas. 

Cbok PTON,  J. — Since  the  power  was  granted  of  taking  proceedinga 
in  mandamus  to  a  Court  of  error,  it  has  been  decided  by  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  Chamber  that,  upon  the  pleadings  in  mandamus,  the  writ 
may  be  questioned  by  showing  that  tne  title  which  is  set  out  does  not 
warrant  the  mandatory  part  of  the  writ.  The  question  therefore  is, 
whether  the  mandatory  part  of  this  writ  is  sustained  by  the  title  made 
by  the  suggesting  part..  The  writ  does  no^  follow  the  words  of  sect. 
69  of  Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  by  ordering  the  defendants  to  make 
sucb  sewers  and  works  as  may'  be  necessary  fDr  eflfectually  draining 
the  parish,  but  it  selects  a  particular  part  of  the  parish,  and  orders  the 
defendants  to  make  such  sewers  and  works  as  may  be  necessary  for 
effectually  draining  that  part ;  and  it  does  not  show  tb^t  this  part  Qugb( 
to  be  drained  in  priority  of  otbensL  The  statute  contemplates  a  series 
of  works  for  draining  the  parish ;  and  it  is  absolutely  necessary  that 
the  vestry  should  have  a  discretion  as  to  the  order  and  time  in  which 
tboae  works  should  be  done :  that  discretion  is  taken  away  by  this 
writ.  And,  there  being  this  objection  to  tbe  writ,  it  cannot  be  objected 
to  the  return  that  it  does  not  show  that  other  parts  of  the  parish  ought 
to  have  a  priority  over  this  part.  The  writ  does  not  command  the 
defendants  to  dram  those  particular  parts  *of  the  parish  which  tiiqik 
according  to  ti^eir  sound  discretion  ought  to  be  arained  first,  ^ 
bat  it  oommands  them  to  drain  this  particular  part  without  showing 
that  it  ought  to  be  drained  now.  I  adhere  to  wnat  I  and  my  brother 
Blackburn  s^id  in  The  Queen  y.  The  Southampton  Commissioners,  ^ 
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ant6,  pp.  6,  25,  27,  that  the  writ  of  mandamus  may  be  general    Still 
title  mu8t  be  shown ;  and  this  writ  does  not  show  a  present  duty. 

The  writ  is  also  defective  in  this,  that  no  absolute  duty  is  imposed 
on  the  vestry  to  do  the  works  in  qaestion :  they  cannot  do  them  with- 
out the  approval  of  the  Metropolitan  Board.  The  Attomey-Greneral 
says,  that  the  duty  which  the  writ  charges  on  the  defendants  is»  to  go 
to  the  Metropolitan  Board  and  obtain  their  approval  to  this  aewer 
being  made.  I  do  not  think  so.  When  a  writ  issues  for  the  election 
of  a  public  officer,  it  orders  the  parties  to  proceed  to  elect,  and  to  take 
all  necessary  steps  for  such  election ;  but  those  are  matters  which  do 
not  depend  on  the  will  of  another  person.  This  writ  commands  the 
defendants  to  make  the  sewers  in  the  first  instance.  Suppose  they 
obeyed  the  writ  as  &r  as  they  could,  but  had  not  got  the  approval  of 
the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  they  would  be  probably  ordered  to 
apply  for  that  approval.  But  the  proper  course  would  l>e  to  issue  a 
writ  to  the  vestry  to  apply  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  for 
their  approval,  and,  that  having  been  obtained,  to  issue  another  writ 
to  the  vestry  to  make  the  sewers. 

Mbllob,  J. — Stat.  18  &  19  Tict.  c.  120  imposes  a  duty  upon  the 
vestry  which  involves  the  performance,  not  of  one  work,  but  a  series 
*91B1  ^^  works  of  sewerage.  It  *is  conceded  that,  in  general,  the 
^  vestry  have  a  discretion  as  to  the  order,  the  time  and  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  works  are  to  be  performed.  But  the  writ  takes  that 
away ;  and  is  therefore  vicious  for  not  showing  that  in  this  particular 
instance  the  vestry  have  no  discretion. 

I  am  also  of  opinion  that  it  is  a  fatal  objection  to  the  writ  that  it 
commands  one  body  of  persons  to  do  works  the  doing  of  which  is  oon« 
ditional  on  the  approval  of  another  body  of  persons. 

Judgment  for  the  defeiulants. 


NICHOLL  and  Others  v.  ALLEN.    Jan.  17. 

Udndatnus, — Chruent  of  partiu, — Prapridor  of  pMic  bridge* — LiaJbUUif  to  rqiair, 

1.  When  ft  ipMial  osm  ia  itated  for  th«  opiaion  of  the  Courts  uid  the  parties  agree  tha^  ia 
the  erent  of  the  Court  giTing  jndgment  for  the  plaintiff,  a  maadamoi  Majr  iMve  against  the 
deftndant :  Held,  by  the  Ezeheqner  Chamber,  that  this  mast  be  understood  to  mean  if  the 
Court  thinks  St  that  it  shall  do  so. 

S.  So  if  the  agreement  had  been  that  a  mandamus  •Aatf  issue;  dubltante  Willei,  J. 

S.  The  Stat  20  O.  3,  e.  23,  reciting  that  it  was  oonrenient  that  a  bridge  should  be  baHl  nerees 
the  Thames  from  the  parish  of  W.  in  the  county  of  S.  to  the  parish  of  8.  in  the  county  of  IL, 
far  the  ease  and  eommeroe  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  counties,  and  that  S.  D.  had  proposed 
to  build  the  bridge,  enaeted  that  it  should  be  lawftd  for  8.  D.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  he 
and  they  were  authorised  and  empowered,  at  their  own  costs  and  charges,  to  build  the  said 
bridge.  Power  was  giren  to  cut  the  banks  of  the  ri?er,  and  turn  any  highways  leading  to  the 
intended  bridge ;  and  in  consideration  of  the  great  charges  and  expenses  8.  D.,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  should  be  at,  not  only  in  building  the  bridge  but  also  in  erecting,  repairing,  and  ataia- 
taining  other  matters  necessary  to  be  erected,  it  should  be  lawfhl  for  S.  D.,  his  hairs  and 
assigns,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  to  take  for  pontage  or  toll  tot  any  passage 
erer  the  bridge,  certain  sums.  A  clause  reciting  that  it  might  happen  that  the  passage  of  the 
bridge  might  for  some  time  become  dangerous  or  impracticable,  enacted  that  it  should  be  lawiul 
for  8.  D.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  proride  and  maintain  a  fbny  across  the  rirer,  and  to  take 
the  same  sums  for  passage  OTcr  the  river  by  it  as  were  granted  for  the  toll  or  pontage :  prerided 
that  such  forry  should  not  continue  longer  than  should  be  necessary  for  repairing  or  rebuiUiag 
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tt*  liridge.  It  WM  dteUnd  tlMt  th«  bridge  abonld  bt  eztn-iMuroehiAl,  and  sot  !m  deemed  to 
Be  ft  eouatj  bridge.  The  itsL  20  Q.  S,  e.  32,  reeiting  that  the  bridge  wm  in  a  rninoni  conditioiiy 
■nd»  if  not  effeetaallj  repaired  or  rebnilty  would  be  manifestly  to  the  ineonyenienoe  of  the  pnblio, 
and  tliat  M.  D.  S.  wai  the  lole  proprietor  of  it,  and  had  propoied  to  effeotaally  repairer  rebuild 
it»  but  it  had  been  found  hj  ezperienoe  that  the  pontage  or  toll  wai  greatly  inadequate  to  the 
mxpnat  of  building  and  keeping  the  same  in  repair,  enaeted  that  it  ahould  be  lawfiU  for  M.  D. 
8.,  hit  hoin  and  assignf,  to  take  the  tolli  therein  ipeeified.  This  latter  Act  also  contained  a 
elanae  re-cnaoting  all  the  powen  and  authoritiei  giren  bj  the  former  Act  for  the  purpose  of 
^rebuilding,  repairing,  altering,  and  keeping  it  repair  the  bridge."  In  1859  the  principal  areb 
•f  the  bridge  (wliieh  had  been  uaed  by  the  public  on  pigrment  of  the  toll*  authorised  by  the 
nid  Acta)  Ml  in,  and  the  pestage  of  it  beoame  impraetieable.  The  defendant,  who  had  beooma 
p»mwietor  of  the  bridge  in  1829,  thereupon  prorided  and  maintained  a  ferry  across  the  Thamea 
near  to  the  bridge,  and  ibr  passage  orer  the  river  by  the  ferry  took  the  tolls  authorised  by  the 
Acta.  A  reasonable  time  for  repairing  the  bridge  baring  elapsed,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the 
proprietor  of  an  estate  near  tlra  bridge  and  had  suatained  special  damage  as  such  fVom  the 
neglaet  to  repair  it,  brought  an  action  against  M.  D.  B.  for  damages,  by  reason  of  the  bridge 
being  impracticable.  Held,  by  this  Courts  and  afliimed  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  that  tha 
above  statutes  imposed  upon  the  defondant»  as  proprietor  of  the  bridge,  the  duty  to  repair  and 
maintain  It  as  long  as  he  reoeir^d  the  tolls. 

This  was  aa  action,  brought  b^  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant, 
for  the  recovery  of  damage  sustained  by  them  by  reason  of  the  pass- 
age of  the  bridge  hereinafter  mentioned  being  impracticable,  and  for 
a  mandamus  commanding  the  defendant  to  repair  and  reinstate  the 
bridge,  and  maintain  the  same  in  a  fit  state  for  passage;  and  the  fol- 
lowing case  was  stated,  without  pleadings,  accoraing  to  The  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1852,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  76. 

In  the  20th  (George  Second  an  Act  of  Parliament  was  passed^ 
intituled  "  An  Act  for  building  a  bridge  across  the  river  Thames, 
firom  the  parish  of  Walton-upon-Thames,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  to 
Shepperton,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex."  Shorttp'  after  the  passing  of 
this  Act  the  bridge  thereby  authorized  to  be  buut  was,  unaer  and  by 
virtue  of  the  powers  therein  contained,  built  by  Samuel  Dicker,  Esq.,  in 
the  said  Act  mentioned.  In  the  20th  George  Third  another  Act  was 
passed  ibr  enlarging  the  powers  of  this  Act.  (Both  of  these  Acts 
were  to  be  referi^  to  as  part  of  the  case.(a))    rrom  the  time  of  the 

(a)  The  following  leetioni  of  itat«.  20  0.  S,  e.  22,  and  20  0.  3,  e.  32,  are  material 
Stat.  20  a.  2,  e.  22.  <«Whereai  it  is  eonrenient  that  a  bridge  ihould  be  built  aeroii  tha 
river  of  Thamee,  from  the  pariih  of  Walton-upon-Thamei,  in  the  eounty  of  Surry,  to  the 
oppodte  shore  in  the  parish  of  Shepperton,  in  the  eounty  of  Middlesex,  for  the  better  ease  and 
eommeree  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  said  eountles  respeetiToly  and  the  parts  adjacent;  and 
whereas  Samuel  Dieker,  of  Walton-upon-Thames,  in  the  said  eoun^  of  Surry,  Esq.,  hath  pro- 
poaed  to  build  the  said  bridge  eross  the  said  river  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  whereby  m$ny 
misehiefii  and  ineonrenienees  will  be  remedied,  and  great  advantages  aoerue  to  the  publie,"  it 
is  enaeted, "  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawflil  to  and  for  the  said  S.  Dieker,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
and  ha  and  they  are  hereby  authorised  and  empowered,  and  shall  have  ftill  power  and  authority, 
by  virtue  of  this  present  Aet,  at  his  and  their  own  proper  eosts  and  eharges,  by  himself  and 
thamselves,  his  and  thdr  deputies,  agents,  ofleers,  woriunen,  servants,  and  others,  to  build  tha 
said  bridge  from  Walton-upon-Thames  to  Shepperton  aforesaid ;  and  that  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid  he  and  they  shall  have  fbll  power  and  authority,  by  hinuelf  and  themselves,  his  and 
their  servants,  agents,  worlmen,  and  others,  to  remove  any  shelf  or  shelves,  or  to  deepen  or 
widen  the  said  river  of  Thames,  or  any  ayts  or  stops  in  the  same,  between  the  parishes  of 
Walton-upon-Thames  and  Shepperton  aforesaid,  and  to  dig  or  out  the  banks  of  the  said  rirer 
Thames  in  sneh  manner  as  shall  be  neeessary  and  proper  for  the  building  of  the  bridge^  and  tha 
navigation  and  pnssage  of  boats,  barges,  lighters,  and  other  vessels,  and  for  the  more  oonvenieni 
and  better  earrying  on  and  eflbeting  the  said  undertaking,  and  making  the  navigation  of  tha 
aald  river  Thames  more  easy  for  the  said  boats,  barges,  lighters,  and  other  vessels  as  aforesaid 
wider  or  to  and  from  sueh  bridge  when  buiH  (be  it  the  soQ  or  ground  of  the  King's  moal 
aseailent  M i^^ty,  his  heirs  or  sueeessors,  or  of  any  ether  person  or  persons,  bodies  poUtlek  er 
aotparaH  whatsoeTir),  and  alio  to  en^  r«moT%  and  lake  away  aU  trees,  roots  ef  trees,  badt  of 
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*9181  ^^^S®  being  built  *imlil  it  beoanie  imrasBable,  as  horaii^ 

-'  after  mentioned,  no  repairs  were  reauired  for,  nor  were  mj 

*9191  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  ^structure  of  the  briage,  save  those  oontem- 

^  plated  by  the  Aot  of  20  6.  8;  but  all  other  repairs  re- 

*aoAi  Quired  for  *the  maintenance  of  the  bridge^  and  the  roadway 

^^^J  thereof,  were  from  time  to  time  done   bj  the   sucoessive 


gnTel,  uuid,  or  niiid,  or  an j  othtr  impodimtut  whatjoorw,  vhkh  maj  any  waj  hisder  tho  Mtd 
Dayigfttion,  either  by  obitnioting  the  ■ailiag,  haliqg,  towiBg,  or  drawing  boata  and  reeaola,  with 
men  or  hewet  orothoiwiae,  upon  the  laid  river  of  Thamea,  bet  wean  the  aaid  pariehee  of  Walm 
and  Shepperton,  and  to  baild»  ereet,  and  aet  up,  and  to  wako  In,  orer,  or  on  the  aaid  riTor  «i4 
lands  a4)oining  or  near  to  the  aamey  any  eamp-riiot^  tronehei,  and  landing  plnoei»  and  to  amen^ 
alter,  remore,  or  heighten  any  foot-bridge^  foot-pathi,  or  horae  pathi,  or  to  tnm  or  alter  any 
highway!  in,  upon,  or  near  nnto  the  laid  rirer  leading  to  the  laid  new  Intended  bridga»  wtthln 
the  parif  hee  of  Walton  and  Shepporton  aforeaald,  ao  aa  not  to  atop  np  any  eonmon  highway 
leading  to,  from,  or  through  either  of  the  towni  of  Shepperton  or  Walton,  and  lo  appoint  aot 
ont,  and  make  any  towing-patha,  banki,  and  wayi  for  towing,  haling,  and  drawing  of  baate, 
bargee,  lighten,  and  other  reeaeli  paeiing  In,  through,  and  upon  the  aaid  lirer,  nnder  tha  aaid 
Intended  bridge,  between  the  pariahee  of  Walton  and  Shepperton  aforeeaid,  or  any  part  thereoif : 
and  from  time  to  time  and  at  all  tlBMf  hereafter  la  do  all  other  BuiMera  and  thinga  neeeaaai;y«r  aan- 
renient  for  making,  maintaining,  eontlnning,  and  pevfeeting  the  aaid  bridge,  and  the  nnTlgaUa 
paaiagea  nnder  or  near  th»  aame,  or  for  the  improrament  or  proieentlon  thereof,  the  aaid  & 
Dicker,  hii  heirs  and  assigns,  doing  as  little  damage  as  may  be,  and  first  giving  satiafoeCion  la 
the  respeetlFO  owners  and  proprietors  of  snefa  trees,  ground,  land,  tenementa,  or  hereditaaasnts 
aa  ahall  be  pulled  down,  demolished,  altered,  dug  up,  ent,  reauved,  or  otharwiae  mada  mm  of 
for  erery  or  any  of  the  purpoaee  aforosaid*  or  that  In  any wlae  shall  be  pr^ndiood  or  dapaged 
by  or  for  the  oarrying  on  the  building,  eflheting,  presarrlngr  and  aontinuing,  or  i|iaintnlnlng  tha 
aaid  bridge,  or  the  navigation  near  thereunto,  and  also  giving  satisfootion  for  nU  damagoa  that 
ahall  be  done,  sueh  damages  to  be  asoertained  in  the  manner  hereinafter  directed." 

"And  to  the  intent  the  navtgatien  of  the  said  rivar  of  Thames  may  reeaivo  no  pn^jndiea^  ha 
tt  Airther  enaoted  by  tha  anthoriHy  nfojaaaidr  th»t  vbap  tha  aaid  hHdge  is  bniU  arose  tha  lald 
rirer,  there  shall  lamain  free  and  open  paasaga  for  tha  wntar  to  nw  and  (ow  through  the  arehai 
or  passages  under  the  said  bridge,  of  two  hundred  and  twelve  foot  at  the  lepst»  within  the  present 
banks  of  the  said  river." 

The  Conuttiaeioners  of  Land  Tan  for  the  eonntlei  of  Mlddleae»  and  Soiiny  nm  eimatHnled 
and  appointed  Oommlssionars  for  aattUng  all  m»ttani  nWpt  any  diieranee  hatwaan  a*  l>inNr« 
his  heirs  or  asaigns,  and  tha  propriatars,  ownsrs,  or  oeanplnr*  of  p^y  inoh  traec,  lands,  tBna«aati» 
or  herediuments  j  and  if  either  of  the  parties  shall  not  be  saUsfled  with  tha  deterasinatioa  of 
the  Commissioners,  the  Commlasionera  are  empowered  to  issue  their  warrant  to  the  afaerif'  af  the 
oounty  of  Surrey  or  Middlesex,  aa  the  case  ahall  req)iir»>  to  Impannel  a  Juiy  for  assessing  the  anam 
to  be  paid  to  eveiy  penon  or  penons  for  the  parehase  of  their  estate  and  interest  In  the  lends, 
tenements,  and  hereditaments  need  for  tha  purposes  of  the  Aet;  and  upon  payment  of  tha  anm 
assessed  by  the  Commlsslenars  or  agreed  by  tlia  jury,  as  the  ease  shall  happen,  "It  ahaU  ttasv 
and  not  before  or  otherwise,  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  S.  DIoker,  hli  heirs  and  assigns,  la 
remove^  pull  down,  eut,  dig,  or  use  so  much  of  the  said  trees,  landi^  fnemantPf  and  other  hssa- 
ditaments,  and  premises  for  which  such  satisfaetion  shall  be  so  agreed,  ^ttled,  ^isessed,  a^nsta^ 
or  decreed  as  aforesaid,  for  erecting,  eanying  on,  supporting,  or  maintaining  the  said  bridge  and 
navigation  as  shall  be  neeessary  and  re^nlsils^  and  to  have,  nse^  and  ei\|oy  the  same  ta  and  for 
his  own  proper  use  and  beneflt" 

The  Commissioners  are  ampowered  to  fine  either  af  the  sh^rifls,  an^  his  bailiffs  «ui^|(  defaaH 
in  the  premlsei,  and  persons  summoned  on  juries  4^  to  give  evidonec^  and  not  attending;  "and 
all  such  floes  are  to  he  paid  io  tha  said  8.  Piokai^  bis  heirs,  axecutors,  or  Msigna,  or  to  wbca 
(hoy  shall  appoint  te  ha  employed  toward*  .oanyiog  om,  snpporUng,  and  adranoement  of  iha 
aaid  bridge." 

"And  be  it  ftirthar  enaeled  by  th«  nnthority  aforesaid,  that  for  and  in  consideration  of  iho 
great  charges  and  ozpenses  that  th»  aaid  8.  JHtkv,  hU  hfiln  or  aasigns  shall  be  »t,  aot  only  hi 
blading  the  aaid  bridge,  hot  also  in  jaahingi  Maaling,  rt pajrii^  oleaoing,  maintaining,  keeping 
«p»  and  continuing  other  matters  jiaaasaary  to  be  made  and  $ncM  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  to  and  for  the  jaid  S.  Diokar*  his  hcinand  assigns,  and  no  other  person  whaUver,  fnm 
time  to  iime  and  nt  all  iimes  hereafter,  to  ask,  demand,  raselva,  reeovery  nnd  lafcn  to  nnd  for  hia 
nnd  Iheir  own  proper  nsa  and  hahooC  in  raapeal  of  his  ahaifm  nnd  expenses  as  aforpeat^,  Af 
peniage^  or  in  the  jurm  of  a  loll  or  dnif « for  #ay  pmwga  over  th»  ipid  bridgffi  »  m9j  pn^ 
thaiao^  tha  mm§  htwaftir  .wanyonad,"  to;  "wkUk  Mid  taspettiva  nm  of  money  f^M  i$ 
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proprietors  thereof;  and,  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  the  r^goi 
hridge  was  used  by  the  public  for  the  purpose  of  passage  on   I- 
*pajment  of  the  tolls  by  the  said  Acts  authorized  to  bs  de-   r^cgoo 
manded  and  taken.  L  ^ 

These  tolls,  and  other  the  powers/  privileges,  and  immunities,  by 
Aawd  Acts  given  and  granted,  hare  been  received,  exercised,  and 

dMModed  and  token  in  the  name  of  pontegt,  «r  w  «  teU  ar  ^b^j ;  and  the  moneji  to  be  received 
sf  aforeeaidy  and  all  other  moneji  to  be  reoeived  bj  the  aathority  of  One  Aet»  are  bereby  ^eited 
in  tha  e^d  S.  Dieker,  hie  bein  and  anigni,  and  the  lame  and  every  part  thereof  sban  be  applied 
aMordingly." 

"And  wbereai  it  maj  fo  happen  that  the  eaid  bridge  migr,  in  timet  to  come,  receire  inch 
damage  bj  nnforeeeen  aocidenta,  or  by  tempeits,  or  otherwiee,  that  the  passage  thereof  may  for 
aooM  time  become  dangeroni  or  impraetioable,  be  it  farther  enacted  by  the  aothority  aforesaid, 
that  in  all  ■neb  eases  it  shall  and  may  ba  lawful  to  and  fbr  the  said  8.  Dioker,  his  heirs  and 
MsigBS,  flrom  time  to  time  as  often  as  ooeailon  shall  require,  to  provide,  maintain,  and  set  up  a 
propar  and  eonrenient  farry  or  ferries  cross  tha  said  river  of  Thames,  at  snch  place  or  places  as 
ha  or  they  shall  Jndge  to  ba  most  proper  and  eonrenient  and  as  near  to  the  said  bridge  as  con- 
veataBtly  may  be,  and  there  to  take  for  passage  over  the  said  river,  by  each  ferry  or  ferries, 
nch  rates  and  duties  as  are  granted  by  this  Act  for  the  toll  or  pontage  aforesaid/' 

"  Provided  always,  that  such  ferry  or  ferries  shall  not  continue  for  any  longer  time  than  iball 
ba  noaassary  for  repairing  or  ralniildiag  the  said  bridge,  or  longer  than  the  passage  over  tha 
same  shall  ar  may  ba  dangeroos  or  impraetieable  as  aforesaid. 

"  And  ba  it  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  the  said  bridge  shall  not  be  rated  or 
assessed  for  or  towards  the  land  tax,  the  repairs  of  highways,  poor-rates,  churchwardens'  or  any 
other  parish-rate  whatsoever;  nor  shall  the  said  bridge,  or  any  part  thereof,  be  deemed  or  looked 
npoa  to  belong  lo>  or  be  within  any  parish*  bnt  be  eztm-paroohial  to  all  intents  and  purposef 
whatsoever. 

"  Provided  always,  and  it  la  hereby  Aurther  enacted  and  declared,  that  tha  said  bridge  when 
bi^  shall  not  be  deemed  or  taken  to  be  a  aoon^  bridge,  so  as  to  subject  the  counties  of  Middlesex 
and  Surry,  or  mther  of  them,  to  the  repairing  or  supporting  the  same." 

Stat  ft  6.  S,  c.  82.  ''  An  Act  for  ealaiging  the  powers  of  an  Act  omde  In  the  twantlath  yaaf 
af  Sia  late  Uaitaty  King  Oeorge  tiie  Second,  for  building  a  bridge,"  Aa. 

<*  Whateaa  by  am  Ac^  made  in  tha  twentieth  year  of  the  reign  of  His  late  Mi^esty  King  Georga 
fta  Saoond,  intitnled,"  Ac, "  several  tolls,  duties,  and  powers  were  given  and  granted  to  Samuel 
Bicker,  Bsq.,  of  the  parish  of  Walton,  in  the  oonnty  of  Surry,  to  build  a  bridge  cross  the  river 
Thames  from  the  said  parish  of  Walton  to  Shepperton,  in  the  oounty  of  If  iddlesoz :  and  a  bridge 
was  aooordingly  built  and  passable  for  many  yaan:  and  whereas  the  said  bridge  is  now  In  a 
iwfnofts  condition,  and  if  not  effMtaally  repalfed  or  rebuilt,  will  be  manifeBtly  to  the  inconveaienca 
•f  tha  pabliek :  and  whereas  Michael  Bicker  Sanders,  of  the  city  of  Bzeter,  is  now  sole  proprietor 
of  the  said  bridge,  and  hath  proposed  eifectually  to  repair  or  rebuild  the  said  bridge  croee  tha 
■aid  river,  conformable  to  the  powers  and  subject  to  the  provisoes  in  the  said  above  recited  Act ; 
Vnt  H  having  been  found  by  experienoa  that  tha  pantaga,  toll,  or  duty  tot  pasring  over  the  said 
bridga,  or  any  pait  thereof,  is  greatly  Inadefnate  ta  the  expense  of  building  and  keepiag  in 
repair  tha  same,"  U  Is  enacted  **  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  present  Act,  it  shall  and 
May  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  M.  B.  Sandem,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  or  such  person  or  persons 
as  shall  be  authorised  and  empowered  by  the  said  M.  B.  Sanders,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  no 
other  person  whomsoever,  and  he  and  they  is  and  are  hereby  authorised  and  empowered,  and 
ahall  have  f^U  power  and  authority  by  virtue  of  tIMs  ^present  Act,  from  time  to  time  and  at  all 
times  thereafter,  to  ask,  demand,  receive,  recover,  and  tdce,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own  proper 
ttse  and  behoof,  the  tolls  following,  vldelloet,"  Ac. 

"  And  whereas  by  the  said  recited  Act  tt  Is  enacted,  <bat  after  the  said  bridge  Ac«1d  be  baHt, 
two  hundred  and  twelve  feet  should  be  left  a  tt99  and  open  paeeage  for  tbe  water  to  run  and  flow 
through  the  arches  thereof:  and  whereas  it  Is  found  neeessaiy  and  oxpedient,  for  the  better 
leeurity  of  the  said  bridge,  if  the  same  shall  ba  repaired,  or  it  shall  be  found  neaeseary  to  rebuild 
the  same,  to  erect  another  pier  in  the  said  river;  ba  it  therefore  enacted  by  the  aothority  afore- 
aald,  that  two  hundred  and  eight  feet  shall  ba  left  a  free  and  open  passage  for  the  water  to  run 
and  flow  through  the  arches  when  Hhe  said  bridge  rinfl  ba  Offedtually  repaired,  or,  if  found 
Heeeesary,  rebuilt 

"And  it  is  hereby  ftirCher  enacted  by  the  aathoritj  afot«e8id,«hat1iM  idd  M.  B.  Sanders,  Ms 
Mrs  and  assigns,  shall  h^ve  liberty  to  erect  a  temporary  bridge  near  to  Hm  present  bridge^ 
^bilst  tha  same  shall  be  repairing  or  rebuilding^  provided  tha*  wban  tha  said  lamperaiy  bridga 
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enjoyed  by  the  successive  proprietors  of  the  bridge  from  the  time  of 
the  same  naving  been  built 

*fi2Sl       *^"  ^^  about  the  year  1829  the  defendant  became  and  was, 
J  and  from  thence  hitherto  has  been,  and  still  is,  the  proprietor 
of  the  bridge,  and,  as  such  proprietor,  has  received,  exercised,  and 
enjoyed  the  said  tolls,  powers,  privileges,  and  immunities. 

On  the  11th  of  August,  1859,  the  principal  arch  of  the  bridge  fell 
in ;  but  whether  in  consequence  of  some  original  defect  in  the  struc- 
ture or  foundation  of  the  bridge,  or  for  want  of  needful  and  necessary 
maintenance  and  repairs,  has  not  been  ascertained;  and  by  reason 
thereof,  and  of  the  damage  or  injury  not  having  been  in  any  way 
repaired  or  made  good,  tlie  passage  of  the  bridge  became  and  was, 
and  from  thence  hitherto  has  been,  and  still  is,  wholly  impracticable. 
On  the  passage  of  the  bridge  so  becoming  impracticable,  the  defend- 
ant, unaer  and  by  virtue  of  the  powers  in  that  behalf  vested  in  him 
as  the  proprietor  of  the  bridge  by  the  said  Acts,  provided  and  set  up, 
and  from  thence  hitherto  has  maintained  a  ferry  across  the  Thames, 
near  to  the  bridge ;  and  for  passage  over  the  river  by  the  said  ferry 
he  has  demanded  and  taken,  and  still  continues  to  demand  and  take, 
the  tolls  in  that  behalf  authorized  by  the  said  Acts.  A  reasonable 
time  for  repairing  and  reinstating  the  bridge,  and  rendering  the  pass- 
age thereof  practicable,  elapsed  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  and  before  the  incurring  of  the  damages  by  the  plaintiff  for 
which  this  action  is  brought. 

The  plaintiflfe  are  the  owners  of  a  considerable  estate  lying  near  to 
and  on  the  Middlesex  side  of  the  bridge,  and  also  of  another  con- 
siderable estate  lying  near  to  and  on  the  Surrey  side  of  the  bridge, 
and  have  sustained  damage  by  reason  of  the  passage  of  the  bridge 
being  impracticable,  and  are  personally  interested  in  the  bridge  being 
*9241  *^^P^^^^^>  A^^  reinstated,  and  maintained  in  a  state  practicable 
^  for  passage. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  is,  whether  the  defendant, 
as  the  proprietor  of  the  bridge,  is,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  Acts, 
bound  to  reinstate  the  bridge,  and  maintain  the  same  in  a  state  prac- 
ticable for  passage. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  so  bound 
to  reinstate,  then  judgment  shall  be  entered  up  for  the  plaintiffs  for 
40^.  damages,  and  costs  of  suit ;  and  a  mandamus  may  issue  com- 
manding the  defendant  so  to  reinstate  the  bridge,  that  tne  same  may 

Si  bail^  two  bundred  and  eight  fe«t  ihall  renutia  ft  free  and  open  paieage  for  the  water  la  nn 
and  flow  throngh  the  arohei  or  pauagei  within  the  present  banks  of  the  said  river." 

**  And  it  is  hereby  further  enaeted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  the  same  pontage,  toil,  or 
duty  shall  and  may  be  demanded,  taken,  and  received  for  a  pastnge  over  the  s^d  temporary 
bridge,  as  over  the  present  bridge,  or  when  the  same  is  effeeta^ly  repaired  or  rebuilt" 

"  And  it  is  hereby  further  enaeted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  the  said  temporary  bridge 
ahall  not  be  continued  for  any  longer  time  than  shall  be  necessary  for  repairing  or  rebvildiag 
the  present  bridge." 

"  And  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  that  all  and  every  the  powers  and 
authorities  given  and  granted  by  the  said  recited  Act  (other  than  and  except  such  as  are  hereby 
varied  or  altered)  shall  extend  to,  be  applied,  and  put  in  execution,  for  the  purpose  of  rebnildiag, 
repairing,  altering,  and  keeping  in  repair  tha  said  bridge  thereby  directed  to  be  built  from  tha 
parish  of  Walton-upon-Thames,  in  the  county  of  Surry,  to  Shepperton,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^ 
as  fully  and  effectually  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  if  the  said  powers  and  authorities  had  baca 
given,  repeated,  and  re-enaeted  in  the  body  of  this  present  Act" 
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become  practicable  for  passage.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
tbat  the  defendant  is  not  so  bound,  then  judgment  of  nol.  pros.,  with 
costs  of  defence,  shall  be  entered  up  for  the  defendant. 

Kemplay,  for  the  plaintiffi.— The  stats.  20  G.  2,  c.  22,  and  20  O.  8, 
c  82,  contain  no  express  direction  that  the  proprietor  of  the  bridge 
sball  repair  it ;  but,  looking  at  their  purview  and  provisions,  the  duty 
of  repairing  it  is  cast  upon  him.  [Wightman,  J.— Suppose  the  bridge 
fell  by  unavoidable  accident?]  The  defendant^  as  proprietor  of  the 
bridge  for  the  time  being,  is  placed  in  the  same  position  of  liability 
as  a  county  is  with  reference  to  a  county  bridge.  By  stat  20  G.  2, 
a  22,  "It  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  S.  Dicker,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  and  he  and  they  are  hereby  authorissed  and  em- 
powered, and  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  ...  at  his  and  their 
own  proper  costs  and  charges  ....  to  build  the  said  bridge."  The 
fines  which  the  Commissioners  are  empowered  to  impose  are  to  be 
paid  to  "  S.  Dicker,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  assigns,  &c.,  to  be  em- 
ployed towards  carrying  on,  supporting,  and  advancement  *of  ri^gog 
tbe  bridge."  The  right  to  take  toll  for  passing  over  the  bridge  '- 
18  given  to  S.  Dicker,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  "in  consideration  of  the 
great  charges  and  expenses  S.  Dicker,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  be 
at,  not  only  in  building  the  said  bridge,  but  also  in  making,  erecting, 
repairing,  cleaning,  maintaining,  keeping  up,  and  continuing  other 
matters  necessary  to  be  made  and  erected  as  aforesaid,"  "  and  the 
moneys  to  be  received  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  moneys  to  be  re- 
ceived by  the  authority  of  this  Act,  are  hereby  vested  in  the  said  S. 
Dicker,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  the  same  and  every  part  thereof 
sball  be  applied  accordingly."  It  is  provided  that  if  the  bridge 
receives  such  damage,  by  unforeseen  accident  or  otherwise,  "that  the 

Eassage  thereof  may  for  some  time  become  dangerous  or  impractica- 
le,"  **  it  shall^and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said  S.  Dicker,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  from  time  to  time,  as  often  as  occasion  shall  require, 
to  provide,  maintain,  and  set  up  a  proper  and  convenient  ferry  or 
ferries,"  &c. ;  "  provided  that  such  ferry  or  ferries  shall  not  continue 
for  any  longer  time  than  shall  be  necessary  for  repairing  or  rebuilding 
the  said  bridge,  or  longer  than  the  passage  over  the  same  shall  or  may 
be  dangerous  or  impracticable  as  aforesaid."  There  are  clauses  ex- 
empting the  bridge  from  rates  to  which  it  would  otherwise,  as  private 
property,  be  liable,  and  declaring  that  it  shall  not  be  deemed  te  be  a 
county  bridge. 

Stat.  20  G.  8,  c.  82,  was  passed,  not  on  the  ground  that  the  pro* 
prietor  of  the  bridge  for  the  time  being  was  not  liable  te  repair  thei 
bridge,  which  was  then  in  a  ruinous  condition,  but  because,  as  the  Act 
recites,  it  had  been  "  found  by  exoerience  that  the  pontage,  tell,  or 
duty  for  passing  over  the  said  briase,  or  any  part  thereof,  is  greatly 
inadequate  te  the  expense  of  building  and  ^keeping  in  re-  rnooa 
pair  the  same."  This  statute  contains  a  clause  oy  which  a  *- 
power  is  given  to  narrow  the  waterway  of  the  river  between  the  piers 
of  the  bridge  when  repaired  or  rebuilt;  and  all  the  powers  given  by 
the  former  statute  are  te  extend  te  the  "  rebuilding,  repairing,  alter* 
ing,  and  keeping  in  r^Miir  the  said  bridge,"  as  fmly  as  if  they  had 
been  re-enacted  in  that  Act. 
This  case  is  not  analogous  to  that  of  a  railway,  and  therefore  The 
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York  and  North  Midland  Railway  v.  The  Qu/em,  1  £.  &  B.  858  (E.  a 
L.  B.  Tol.  72),(a)  in  which  it  waa  held  that  a  statute  empowering  % 
Company  to  make  a  railway  did  not  impose  an  obligation  on  the  Comr 
pany  to  complete  the  line,  aoes  not  apply,  [Cbomptok,  J. — ^Does  this 
statute  require  the  defendant  to  do  more  than  expend  the  "  pontage" 
upon  the  repair  of  the  bridge  ?]  The  defendant  is  taking  the  toll  for 
passing  over  by  the  ferry,  which  he  has  only  a  right  to  do  while  the 
bridge  is  being  repaired,  and  for  the  purpose  of  repairing  it.  The 
bridge  has  become  a  public  bridge;  and,  if  the  defenaant  is  not  liable  ^ 
to  repair  it,  it  will  remain  unrepaired,  because  stat.  20  G.  2,  c.  22, 
removes  the  liability  from  the  counties  of  Middlesex  and  Surrey.  The 
duty  to  keep  a  bridge  in  repair,  whieh  had  been  built  under  the  powers 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  was  implied  in  the  following  cases :  The  King 
V.  The  Inhabitants  of  Kent,  18  East  220 ;  The  King  v.  The  Parts  of 
Lindsey,  14  East  817 ;  The  King  v.  Kerrison,  8  M.  &  S.  626  (E.  0.  1l 
B.  vol.  80).  He  also  cited  The  King  v.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Bailway 
Company,  2  B.  &  Aid.  646. 

Lush,  for  the  ddfendant.— ^The  language  of  the  two  Acts  is  through- 
*9271  ^^^  permissive  and  empowering:  there  *is  no  such  word 
-'  as  '' require,"  whieh  would  of  itself  import  ui  obligaiuMi. 
Therefore  no  obligation  to  repair  the  bridge  arises.  Clearly  there 
was  no  obligation  to  build  the  bridge;  no  tittle  being  limited  withia 
which  it  should  be  built ;  sod  the  language  which  empowers  the  build- 
ing  of  the  bridge  is  the  same  as  that  whidi  empowers  the  repairing  it. 
The  second  Act  contains  a  clause  re-enacting  all  the  powers  md  autho- 
rities given  and  granted  by  the  first  Act  ^' for  the  purpose  of  rebuild- 
ing, repairing,  altering,  and  keeping  in  repair  the  said  bridge."  If  it 
hi^  been  intended  that  the  proprietor  snould  Impair  the  bridge,  the 
obligation  would  have  been  expressly  imposed  iti  the  clause  by  whidk 
it  was  declared  that  the  bridge  shotild  not  be  memed  to  be  a  county 
bridge.  The  second  Act  recites  that  the  bridg6  Was  in  a  ruinous  con- 
•dition,  and  that,  if  it  was  not  rebuilt,  the  publid  would  be  inconveni- 
enced, but  it  doefl  not  recite  that  the  then  prc^Metor  was  obliged  to 
rebuild  it.  [MsLliOB,  J. — The  words  of  the  Act  kre  the  words  of  the 
|>roprietor  who  obtained  it.  Cbomftov,  J. — He^  in  effect,  says  to  the 
legislature^  "  If  you  wUl  give  me  increaeed  pontAge  I  will  rebuild  the 
bridge."]  The  former  toll  was  inadeq-aate  to  maintain  the  bri^^ 
And  therefore  a  gteater  toll  was  given.  The  proprietor  may  take  taU. 
as  long  as  the  amount  of  the  tolls  will  enable  hiih  to  keep  the  bridge 
in  xepair ;  but  he  is  not  bound  to  keep  it  in  fopur  if  uiey  aie  not 
adeqxuite.  There  was  no  highway  «oaross  the  Thames  at  this  point 
tbefore  the  bridge  Was  built ;  and  that  distinguishes  this  case  from  tho^e 
cited,  and  makes  It  analogous  to  The  York  and  North  Midland  Bafl- 
way  Company  t^.  The  Queen,  1  £.  &  B.  858  (S.  C.  L.  B.  voL  78).  la 
.that  case  Jervis,  d.  J,,  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  said,  p. 

*9281  ^^^ '  ""^^^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^  seetioA  of  *the  Act  of  1849^  'iit 
^  shall  be  lAWful  for  the  said  Company  to  make  the  said  railwnj,' 
are  permissive  otily,  and  not  imperative:  and  it  is  a  safe  rule  of  ooa- 
atruction  to  ffive  to  words  used  oy  Iftie  I^islature  their  natural  meeo- 
ing,  where  absuroity  or  iiyusliee  does  not  follow  firom  such  a  oonatrw- 
tion/    [CboxphOK^  J. — ^In  each  case  we  must  look  to  tiie  iwwrinigwt 
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of  ihe  Act  of  Farliaftidnt,  and  tiie  gabjeot-matter  of  it,  in  order  to  sea 
irhethe^  the  worob  ''shall  and  may  be  kwfal''  are  to  be  read  as  im- 
perative or  not.]  In  The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitants  of  Ely,  15  Q.  B. 
827  (£.  C.  L.  K  vol.  69^  it  was  held  that  the  prim&  &cie  liability  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  county  to  repair  a  public  bridge  was  displaced 
by  a  plea  which  showed  that  the  bridge  was  in  a  public  highway  over 
«  artificial  cut  made  across  the  highway  for  the  use,  profit^  and 
advantage  of  certain  adventurers,  that  the  necessity  for  the  bridge 
was  thereby  created  and  the  bridge  in  consequence  constructed  on  the 
line  of  the  former  highway  made  by  them,  and  the  former  highway 
was  thenceforward  ciGtrned  upon  the  bridge ;  and  Patteson,  J.,  in  de- 
livering the  judgment  of  the  Court,  p.  841,  referred  to  The  King  v. 
The  Inhabitants  of  Kent,  18  East  220,  and  The  King  v.  The  Parts  of 
Ltndsey,  14  East  817,  as  decided  upon  the  principle  that  the  parties 
were  empowered  to  alter  the  old  highway  for  their  own  purposes  on 
condition  only  of  their  leaving  in  its  room  another  as  good :  which 
principle  applies  also  to  The  King  v.  Kerrison,  8  M.  &  S.  626  (E.  C« 
L.  B.  vol.  80).  In  The  King  v.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  Com- 
panv,  2  B.  &  Aid.  646,  the  defendants,  under  the  powers  of  their  Act, 
nam  a  tramioad,  which  was  to  be  a  public  way,  and,  having  taken 
up  the  rails,  a  mandamus  was  applied  tor  to  eompA  them  to  reinstate 
and  maintain  the  tramroad :  *  Abbott^  C.  J^  had  considerable  r^goo 
"doubt,  and  after  the  judgment  he  recurred  to  the  f<»-m  of  the  ^ 
rale  and  said,  p.  652 :  **  The  writ  should  be  to  reinstate  and  lav  down 
•gain,  but  not  to  maintain  the  tramroad."  [Wiohtman,  J.*-The 
former  part  was  all  that  was  wanted  at  that  time ;  it  would  have  been 
useless  to  order  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  tramroad  before  it  was 
Telaid ;  and  the  Court  would  not  assume  that  the  defendants  would  not 
maintain  it.]  In  that  case  the  road  had  not  becOTie  impassable  for 
wnant  of  repair,  but  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendants  in  taking  it 
up.  In  The  King  v.  Llandilo,  2  T.  B.  282,  where  trustees  under  an 
Act  of  Parliament  turned  a  road  through  an  enclosure,  and  made  and 
repaired  the  fences  of  the  road  for  several  years,  it  was  held  that  they 
could  not  be  compelled  to  continue  such  repairs.  [Wiohtxan,  J. — 
The  repair  of  the  fences  on  each  side^^f  the  road  is  a  very  different 
matter  from  the  repair  of  the  road.]  In  The  King  v.  The  Proprietors 
of  the  Birmingham  Canal  Navigation,  2  W.  Bl.  708,  Lord  Mansfield 
held  that,  from  an  authority  in  an  Act  of  Parliament  to  make  and 
•maintain  a  canal,  an  obligation  to  do  so  was  not  to  be  implied.  In 
railway  Acts  the  same  woras  are  found,  ^and  larger  powers  are  given 
than  in  thesd  two  Acts,  and  neighbouring  property  is  greatly  affected 
by  the  non-execution  of  those  powers ;  but  although  the  majority  of 
this  Court,  in  The  Queen  v.  The  York  and  North  Midland  Bailway 
Company,  1  E.  &  B.  178  (E.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  72),(a)  thought  that  an 
obligation  to  make  and  finish  the  line  was  to  be  implied,  that  was 
4>verruled  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber^;  and  the  principle  of  that  deci- 
sion of  the  Exchequer  Chambor  was  affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords 
IB  The  Edinburgh,  Perth  and  Dimdee  '^Bailway  Company  v.  r^onA 
Philip,  2  Macq.  614.  The  toll  allowed  by  these  Acts  is  diier-  <-  ^^ 
eat  mta  a  toll  <Nr  pontage  at  common  law,  in  which  casethe  obligation 
iiaielaal:  ^Onivn  is  boted  is  well  as  the  party, 'and  could  not 
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derogate  from  its  grant.  Here  Parliament  might  empower  another 
person  to  build  another  bridge  close  to  this.  [Wiohtman,  J. — ^The 
old  law  is  thus  stated  in  2  Inst.  701 :  ''  None  can  be  compelled  to 
make  new  bridges,  where  never  any  were  before,  but  by  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment." But  in  this  case  the  question  is  whether  there  is  not  an  obli- 
gation to  repair  so  long  as  the  defendant  takes  the  toll.  It  is  also 
said, ''  If  a  man  make  a  bridge  for  the  common  good  of  all  the  subjects, 
he  is  not  bound  to  repair  it ;  for  no  particular  man  is  bound  to  repair 
bridges  by  the  common  law,  but  ratione  tenurie,  or  prsoscriptionis," 
that  is,  where  he  so  makes  it  simpliciter ;  but  in  this  case  the  defend- 
ant gets  the  power  to  take  an  increased  toll  on  the  very  ground  that 
the  first  toll  was  inadequate  ''  to  the  expense  of  building  and  keeping 
in  repair"  the  bridge.] 

The  count  for  a  mandamus  cannot  be  sustained.  If  a  mandamus 
lies,  an  indictment  would  lie.  [Wighthan,  J. — Suppose  a  contract 
between  two  individuals,  A.  and  B.,  that  A.  should  allow  B.  to  pass 
6ver  the  bridge  on  payment  of  a  toll,  would  not  A.  be  liable  to  repair 
the  bridge  7]  This  Act  of  Parliament  is  not  to  be  construed  as  a 
contract :  The  Yori^  and  North  Midland  Bailway  Company  v.  The 
Queen,  1  E.  &  B.  868,  864  (£.  C.  L.  B.  vol.  72).  There  was  no 
obligation  on  the  defendant  to  set  up  the  ferry ;  and  he  may  be  doing 
an  illegal  act  in  taking  toll  for  passing  over  it,  or  in  taking  that  toll 
for  an  unreasonable  time,  but  that  does  not  create  an  obligation  on 
MQi-^  him  to  rebuild  the  bridge.  [Crompton,  J. — *If  the  bridge 
^  was  in  a  dangerous  state,  and  a  person  passing  over  it  was 
injured,  would  it  be  an  answer  to  an  action  that  the  person  need  not 
have  come  upon  it  ?]     The  defendant  would  be  civilly  liable  only. 

Kemplay  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

CocKBURN,  G.  J.,  was  absent. 

Wighthan,  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  oueht  to  be  for 
the  plainti£b ;  and  that  there  was  a  duty  cast  upon  the  defendant  to 
keep  up  the  bridge,  certainly  as  long  as  he  received  the  toll  given  by 
the  Acts  of  Parliament.  It  was  admitted  that  the  bridge  became  a 
public  bridge.  For  the  building  of  the  bridge,  and  as  it  seems  for 
keeping  it  in  repair,  the  undertaker  is  entitlra  to  receive,  under  the 
name  of  pontage,  certain  sums  of  money  to  be  paid  to  him  by  those 
persons  who  pass  over  the  bridge ;  and  whenever  it  happens  that  the 
Dridge,  by  unforeseen  accidents,  or  by  tempests,  or  otherwise,  becomes 
dangerous  or  impracticable,  the  proprietor  is  authorized  to  provide 
and  maintain  a  ferry,  and  to  take,  for  passage  over  the  river  by  the 
ferry,  the  same  rates  as  were  granted  for  the  toll  or  pontage :  provided 
that  the  ferry  shall  not  continue  for  a  longer  time  than  shall  be  neces- 
sary for  repairing  or  rebuilding  the  bridge,  or  longer  than  the  passage 
over  the  same  shall  be  dangerous  or  impracticable.  That  contem- 
plates payment  of  toll  during  the  time  that  the  bridge  is  under  repair 
and  the  public  are  passing  over  the  river  by  the  ferry,  in  lieu  of 
pontage,  which  toll  is  the  same  as  that  paid  when  the  bridge  is  pass- 
able. Therefore  the  defendant  considers  that  he  is  taking  these  tolls 
*9S21  *^^^^S  B^^^  ^V^^  ^  i^  required  for  the  repair  of  the  bridge : 
-'  and  the  tolls  are  taken  for  maintaining  the  bridge.  It  is  saia . 
that  though  the  public  are  charged  with  payment  of  d^e  toll  and  the 
defendant  continues  to  receive  toll,  no  oorreUtive  daty  is  imposed 
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upon  him  to  maintain  tbe  bridge.  Bat  it  seems  to  me  that,  looking 
at  the  whole  of  the  two  statutes,  the  proprietor  of  the  bridge  for  the 
time  being  is  entitled  to  receive  toll  m  consideration  of  maintaining 
the  bridge,  and  as  long  as  he  receives  toll  he  is  liable  to  repair  it ; 
aod  the  defendant  having  received  the  tolls  for  the  last  thirty  years 
and  more  while  he  has  been  in  possession  of  the  bridge  as  assignee, 
and  even  after  the  bridge  has  become  impassable,  he  is  bound  to  keep 
it  up.  The  defendant  seeks  to  treat  the  toll  as  a  mere  personal 
annuity  to  be  applied  to  his  own  benefit  without  laying  out  any  part 
of  it  in  the  repair  of  the  bridge. 

Crohpton',  J. — ^I  am  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  liable  to 
repair  the  bridge  as  long  as  there  is  a  bridge  and  he  is  the  proprietor 
of  it  The  course  taken  in  this  instance  for  the  protection  of  a  public 
right  is  rather  unusual.  It  is  unusual  to  vest  a  public  bridge  in  an 
iiaividual,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  to  attach  an  obligation  to  repair 
it  to  them;  in  general  the  obligation  to  repair  a  public  bridge  is 
attached  to  the  owner  of  land,  which  is  a  liability  ratione  tenurae.  It 
is  true,  indeed,  that  in  this  case  the  person,  who  becomes  proprietor 
of  the  bridge  under  the  Act,  becomes  the  owner  of  land  on  which 
the  abutments  and  approaches  of  the  bridge  rest.  The  obligation  to 
repair,  under  the  Act,  is  upon  S.  Dicker,  his  heirs  and  assigns ;  that 
means,  not  his  descendants  only,  but  those  who  take  from  him, 
whether  by  ^inheritance  or  assignment  I  think,  if  he  assigned  r^cgoo 
the  bridge  to  a  beggar,  his  obligation  would  cease ;  and  it  may  ^ 
be  that,  if  the  bridge  were  totally  destroyed,  his  obligation  would 
cease.  Also  there  would  be  some  difficulty  if  he  abandoned  the 
whole  concern,  or  took  the  bridge  down ;  though  it  may  be  that  he 
would  be  liable  in  respect  of  the  land  constituting  the  abutments  and 
approaches.  But  the  clear  intent  of  the  Acts  of  Parliament  is  that 
the  proprietor  of  the  bridge  shall  take  the  tolls  for  building  and 
maintaining  the  bridge,  and  this  only  because  he  is  bound  to  build 
and  maintain  it ;  and,  as  my  brother  Wightman  has  said,  duties  and 
rights  are  correlative ;  so  that  if  the  defendant  takes  toll  or  pontage 
from  all  persons  passing  over  the  bridge  or  by  the  ferry,  he  is  bound 
to  repair  the  briage ;  otherwise  this  would  be  the  only  instance  of  a 
public  bridge  without  an  obligation  on  any  person  to  repair  it  This 
is  a  clumsy  way  of  attaching  the  obligation ;  but  so  long  as  the 
assignee  acts  as  proprietor  of  the  bridge  by  taking  tolls  in  respect  of 
it,  he  is  liable  to  maintain  it  in  a  state  practicable  for  passage.  That 
is  the  only  question  put  to  us. 

Mellor,  J. — At  the  time  when  the  bridge  was  originally  built,  it 
was  clearly  in  the  contemplation  of  the  party  obtaining  the  Act,  and 
of  the  legislature,  that  the  tolls  grantra  by  it  would  be  abundant 
compensation  for  building  and  maintaining  the  bridge.  It  would  be 
absurd  that  nobodv  should  be  liable  to  repair  a  public  bridge ;  and 
the  words  of  the  Act  are  sufficient  to  carry  out  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  that  the  proprietor  should  do  so.  At  first  I  doubted 
whether  the  second  Act  did  not  make  against  Mr.  JSTemphy^s  argu* 
ment ;  but,  on  looking  at  the  recital,  it  appears  that  it  had  been 
*found  by  experience  that  at  that  time  the  tolls  were  insuffi-  pmqa 
oient  ''  to  the  expense  of  building  and  keeping  in  repair'*  the  ^ 
bridge,  and  increased  tolls  are  given  in  aia  of  the  proprietor  for  tho 
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difloharge  of  his  duty  of  building  and  keeping  it  in  repair,  The 
bridge  is  now  out  of  repair  and  impassable ;  and  it  mast  be  asaomed 
that,  while  it  is  so  out  of  repair,  the  defendant  receives  those  increased 
tolls  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  and  not  by  extortion;  aod 
therefore  I  am  of  opinion  Uiat  be  is  liable  in  this  action. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintift 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
NICHOLL  and  Others  v.  ALLEN*    [/une  19.] 

For  head  note,  sm  astd,  p.  916, 

Thb  defendant  having  alleged  error  in  the  above  judgment,  the 
«ase  was  heard  before  Erie,  C.  J.,  Pollock,  C.  B.,  Williams,  Willes, 
and  Byles,  Js.,  and  Channell,  B. 

Luah,  for  the  defendant. — ^The  statutes  under  which  this  bridge  wsa 
oonstructed,  20  O.  2,  c.  22,  and  20  G.  8,  o.  82,  contain  no  words 
imposing  on  the  defendant  an  obligation  to  build  or  maintain  it.  For 
such  a  purpose  compulsory  words  are  necessary :  The  York  and  North 
Midland  Bailwav  Company  v.  The  Queen,  1  E.  &  B.  858  (E.  G.  L.  R. 
vol.  72);  The  Edinburgh  Railway  Company  v.  Philip,- 2  Maoqueea 
*93"1  ^^^'  ^^®  defendant  was  'authorized  to  construct  the  bridge 
•^  for  the  benefit  of  the  public,  he  could  not  take  it  away  at  his 
pleasure :  Regina  t;.  The  Severn  and  Wye  Railway  Company,  2  B.  t 
Ald^  646 ;  but  that  is  not  the  case  here ;  for  if  it  were  to  fall  down 
the  public  would  be  no  losers,  and  would  be  as  they  were  before  it 
was  built.  [Pollock,  C.  B. — The  fact  of  the  defendant  continuing 
to  take  the  tolls  which  these  statutes  empower  him  to  take  shows  that 
he  has  no  intention  of  abandoning  the  bridge  altogether.]  Then,  is 
the  obligation  to  repair  to  last  for  ever  ?  For  he  might  abandon  the 
tolls  at  any  time.  [Btlks,  J. — In  the  Court  below,  mv  brother 
Crompton  suggests  two  ways  in  which  he  might  be  freed  from  the 
obligation ;  one  is,  if  the  brieve  were  totally  destroyed ;  the  other  is, 
by  assigning  it  to  a  beggar.] 

Even  if  the  Court  should  think  the  action  maintainable,  that  part 
Gkf  the  judgment  which  relates  to  issttincr  a  mandamtts  ought  to  be 
reversed.  To  a  peremptory  mandamus  the  party  cannot  plead,  and 
can  return  nothing  but  perrojrmance. 

[At  the  close  of  this  argument,  the  Court  said  that  they  were  all 
of  opinion  that  the  action  lay,  and  the  only  question  was  whether  a 
peremptory  mandamus  could  be  granted  to  reinstate  the  bridge.] 

Ktmplay  {ffoggina  with  him),  for  the  plaintifls. — ^No  reason  can  be 
assigned  why  in  this  case  an  action  should  lie  and  a  mandamus  not 
The  duty  imposed  on  the  defendant  by  statute  is  to  build  the  bridge^ 
and  reinstate  it  if  necessary.  These  statutes  must  be  looked  on  as  a 
bargain  between  the  defendant  and  the  Legislature,  whereby,  in  con* 
^ideration  of  his  building  and  maintaining  the  bridge  for  the  use  of 
^9861  ^^^  public,  he  is  empowered  ^  interfere  with  their  rights  bj 
:       ''  divarting  a  public  Vglt^^^t  ^king  It^ndi  aid  levying  toU^ 
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In  18  Go.  88,  the  law  is  thus  sUrted : — *'  A  bridge  sball  be  levied  by 
Ibe  whole  ootintry,  becatise  it  is  a  common  easement  for  the  whole 
oonnftry;  and  as  to  that  point,  the  stat,  of  22  H.  8,  e.  5,  was  but  an 
affirmance  of  the  common  law :  And  thiir  is  true,  when  no  other  is 
bound  by  the  law  to  repair  it,  but  he  who  hath  the  toll  of  the  men  of 
cattle  wnich  pass  over  a  bridge  or  causey,  he  ought  to  repair  the 
same,  for  he  hath  the  toll  to  that  purpose,  et  qui  sen  tit  commodum 
sentire  debet  et  onus,"  [Erub,  G.  J.,  referrea  to  The  Mayor  and 
Burgesses  of  Lyme  Begis  v.  Henley,  1  Bing.  N.  0.  2SS  (E.  C.  L.  K. 
ToL  27),  2  CI.  k  F.  881.] 

It  was  arranged  between  the  parties  here  that  a  mandamus  was  to 
go  if  the  Court  considered  the  defendant  bound  to  repair  the  bridge, 
and  the  Court  below  merely  awarded  a  mandamus  in  accordance  with 
that  arrangement.  This  Court  has  therefore  no  discretion  in  the 
matter. 

Lush,  in  reply,  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 

Ebls,  C.  J. — We  all  agree  with  the  Court  below  that  an  action  lies 
in  this  case.  These  statutes— 20  O.  2,  c.  22,  and  20  Q.  8,  c.  82— are 
merely  perraissiye,  and  consequently,  if  the  party  chose,  he  might 
have  held  his  hand  and  declinecl  to  act  under  them  or  take  the  benefit 
they  offer  him.  But,  having  taken  the  benefit  under  them,  it  appears 
to  me  he  took  the  burden  with  the  benefit,  for  the  statutes  contem- 
plated that  both  were  to  go  together.  I  think  that  the  case  in  the 
House  of  Lords  of  The  Mayor  and  Burgesses  of  Lyme  Regis  v.  Hen- 
ley *is  a  strong  authority  in  point  There  a  charter  of  the  r«AO'T 
King  granted  to  the  corporation  of  a  borough  the  borough  in  *- 
fee  remitting  to  them  also  part  of  an  ancient  fee  farm  rent,  and  say- 
ing that  the  corporation  should  repair  the  buildings,  banks,  shores, 
and  all  other  mounds  and  ditches  within  the  borough :  and  it  was 
held,  after  much  litigation,  that  that  charter,  as  it  conferred  a  benefit, 
imposed  an  obligation  to  repair  the  buildings,  &c.,  so  that  an  action 
lay  against  the  corporation  oy  an  individual  whose  house  had  been 
injured  by  the  sea,  in  consequence  of  the  neglect  of  the  corporation 
to  repair  the  seashore  and  mounds.  And  the  Court  relied  on  Brett 
V.  Cumberland,  Cro.  Jac.  621,  where  Queen  Elisabeth,  by  letters 
patent^  granted  to  a  party  a  water-mill  for  life,  and  those  letters  patent 
expressed  the  will  of  the  Crown  to  be  that  the  lessee  and  his  assigns 
should  sufficiently  repair  the  said  mill,  &c.,  and  leave  them  sufficiently 
repaired.  The  lessee,  having  taken  the  promises  under  the  grant  from 
the  Crown,  took  with  them  the  obligation  to  keep  them  in  repair,  and 
an  action  lay  against  him  for  not  doing  it.  So,  here,  the  defendant 
took  under  these  statutes  the  benefit  of  the  tolls  of  this  bridge,  and 
consequently  took  also  the  burden  of  keeping  it  in  repair.  Now,  the 
bridge  having  fallen  down,  and  power  being  also  given  him  to  take 
tolls  at  the  ferry  while  the  bridge  is  out  of  repair,  I  am  clear  that 
during  that  time  he  has  an  obligation  on  him  to  take  steps  for  repair- 
ing the  bridge;  so  that  a  party  suffering  special  damage  from  his 
neglect  in  that  respect,  as  it  appears  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  has  done, 
may  maintain  an  action  against  him. 

Then,  as  to  the  other  question.  The|)arties,  it  appears,  have  agreed 
that,  if  the  defendant  is  liable  to  an  action,  *a  mandam  is  may  i-Mog 
issue  directing  him  to  reinstate  the  bridge.    Now  every  Judge,   ^ 
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^^en  he  authorizes  the  law  to  be  pat  in  force,  is  responsible  for  so 
doing,  and  therefore,  before  he  does  so,  should  see  complete  grounds 
for  it.  Although,  therefore,  the  defendant  here  has  put  in  nis  agreement 
tha.  a  peremptory  mandamus  may  issue  against  him,  I  am  boimd  to 
see  that  such  a  mandamus  commanding  him  to  repair  this  bridge, — 
for  disobedience  to  which  he  would  be  liable  to  be  attached,  and, 
for  aught  I  know,  imprisoned  for  an  indefinite  time,  which  it  would 
be  beyond  my  power  to  prevent,  though  it  might  haye  the  effect  of 
ruining  him  and  all  connected  with  him,  and  yet  not  attain  the  object 
of  the  reinstatement  of  the  bridge, — should  not  issue  unless  I  can  see 
good  reason  for  it :  which  I  do  not. 

I  therefore  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  Ciourt  below  ought  to 
stand  as  regards  the  action,  but  be  reversed  asHo  the  mandamus. 

Pollock,  G.  B. — I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

WiLLES,  J. — I  wish  to  say  that  at  first  I  thought  that  the  parties 
having  agreed  in  the  manner  suggested,  this  mandamus  should  issue. 
If  that  had  been  so,  I  could  not  have  concurred  with  the  rest  of  tho 
Court  in  reversing  the  judgment  as  to  issuing  the  mandamus.  But, 
attending  to  the  language  used  by  the  parties,  which,  so  far  as  I  can 
judge  from  the  case,  has  been  carefully  selected,  I  think  it  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  parties  that  on  the  Court  giving  judgment  against 
the  defendant  respecting  the  action  there  should  be  a  mandamus  as 
matter  of  course.  For  the  agreement  is,  "  If  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  the  defendant  is  bound  to  reinstate,  then  judsment 
*d3dl  *^^^^^  ^  entered  up  for  the  plaintiff  for  40^.  damaffes,  and  costs 
-I  of  suit,  and  a  mandamus  may  issue  commanding  the  defendant 
so  to  reinstate  the  bridge  that  the  same  may  become  practicable  for 
passage."  I  cannot  help  thinking  it  clear  that  what  the  parties  meant 
was  that  a  mandamus  might  issue,  not  merely  if  the  plainti£&  thought 
proper,  but  if  some  person  capable  of  exercising  a  discretion  as  to 
whether  it  ought  to  issue,  directed  that  it  should. 

I  agree  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice  that  there  is  not  enough  here 
to  warrant  our  saying  that  we  must  issue  a  peremptory  mandamus, 
and  entail  such  serious  consec^uences  on  the  defendant. 

Chankbll,  B. — ^I  concur  with  m^  Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  with  his 
reasons.  I  guard  myself  firom  saymg  that  no  mandamus  could  have 
issued,  and  am  not  sure  that  the  O^urt  of  Queen's  Bench  did  not 
intend  a  mandamus  to  issue  of  a  less  extensive  character  than  that 
here  claimed. 

Bylss,  J. — ^It  would  be  a  monstrous  thing  if,  because  a  plaintiff 
and  defendant  agreed  to  a  judgment,  we  were  bound  to  follow  it. 

Erle,  C.  J.— My  brother  Williams,  before  leaving  the  Courts  de- 
sired me  to  say  that  he  concurs  in  the  judgment  I  have  given. 

Judgment  affirmed  as  to  the  action,  and  reversed  as  to  the 
mandamua 
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♦BLACKETT  v.  BRADLEY  and  Others.    Jan.  80.     [♦940 

JKuie. — RiglU  to  tupport  ofmrfact. — Endoturt  Act, — Dretcription. — €Suiom,^2  d*  S 

W,  4.  c.  71. 

I>eelsnilioii  iJlaged  thai  the  plaintiff  wu  Uwfiilly  posMued  of  Undi,  yet  the  defendaoti  8o 
wTongfally,  eueleMly,  negligently,  end  improperly,  end  without  leering  any  proper  or  ittifioicnt 
npporty  worked  mines  under  the  lend,  that  greet  parts  of  it  fell  in,  whereby  the  plaintiff's 
iatsrest  in  the  land  was  deteriorated,  and  a  mare  of  the  plaintilT  was  Icilled. 

Third  plea,  ai  to  working  the  mines  without  leaTing  any  proper  or  suffleient  support,  that  in 
the  reign  of  George  the  Beoond  an  enelosure  Act  was  passed,  by  whieh,  after  reciting  that  the 
lord  of  the  manor  of  W.  was  seised  of  the  soil  of  the  commons,  parcel  of  the  manor,  and  of  the 
seal-mines  under  the  same,  and  certain  persons  were  entitled  to  the  right  of  common  in  the 
commons,  and  being  willing  and  desirous  to  improre  their  estates  and  properties,  and  that  the 
said  eommoiis  might  be  eultirated  and  improTod,  and  tendered  of  some  use  and  Tslne,  had  agreed, 
with  the  consent  of  the  lord,  thai  the  same  sbonld  be  enclosed,  allotted,  and  dirided  amongst 
them,  it  was  enacted  thai  the  commons  should  be  set  out,  awarded,  and  dirided  accordingly ; 
tad  thai  the  lord  should  hold  and  e^Joy  the  mines  under  the  commons  so  to  be  allotted  and 
dirided,  together  with  all  oonrenieni  and  necessary  ways,  and  liberty  of  laying  ways  orer  the 
same,  and  of  searching  for  and  working  the  mines,  as  taWj  as  if  the  Act  had  not  been  passed, 
vithent  nutking  any  satisihotlon  for  so  doing ;  and  after  reciting  thai  damage  might  be  done  to 
persons  by  reason  of  the  searching  and  working  the  mines  by  the  lord  under  their  allotments, 
it  was  enacted,  that  when  any  person  should  sustain  damage  in  his  allotment  by  the  searcLiog 
for  and  working  of  the  mines  therein,  or  the  laying  of  ways  therein,  compensation  to  be  asseesed 
by  one  or  more  justices  of  the  peace  should  be  made  to  him,  and  borne  by  the  occupiers  of  the 
■Uotmente  in  the  same  township.  Thai  the  commons  were  allotted  and  dirided  under  the  said 
Act,  and  tbe  land  of  the  plaintiff  was  parcel  of  the  said  commons.  Thai  f^om  time  immemorial 
ip  to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  the  lord  and  his  assigns  had  been  used  and  accustomed  as  of  right 
to  search  for,  win,  and  work  the  mines  under  the  commons  without  leering  any  support  for  the 
lands  under  which  the  mines  were  situate,  and  without  making  any  satisfaction  for  any  ix^ury 
sensed  by  such  working;  and  that  from  the  time  of  passing  the  Aoi  the  mines  had  been  so 
worked,  without  leariag  any  support;  and  thai  the  defendants  worked  the  mines  under  a  lease 
thereof  from  the  lord.  On  demurrer,  held,  thai  the  plea  was  bad,  such  a  prescription  hariog 
been  held  roid,  as  unreasonable,  in  Hilton  e.  Barl  Oranrille,  6  Q.  B.  701. 

Fourth  plea,  as  to  working  the  minee  without  learing  proper  and  sufident  support,  thai  the 
lord  of  the  manor  of  W.  was  seised  in  fte  of  the  mines  within  the  manor,  and  that,  for  forty 
years  nest  before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  lord  and  his  tsnants  had  been  used  and 
aecnstomed  of  right  to  work  the  mines  without  leering  any  support  for  the  lands  under  which 
Mie  minee  were  situate,  and  Justifying  the  working  of  the  mines  es  tenants  to  the  lord  in  the 
exercise  of  the  said  right  and  custom.  The  fifth  plea  was  similar,  alleging  the  custom  for  twenty 
years.  On  demurrer,  held  thai  these  pleas  were  bad,  as  tb^y  did  not  show  any  acts  done  on  the 
plaintiff's  land ;  and  aets  done  on  the  land  of  another,  although  done  as  of  right  for  twenty  or 
forty  yean,  could  not  affect  the  plaintiff's  rights. 

*Ths  declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  lawfully  pos-  r«9^i 
fiessed  of  certain  lands  in  the  township  of  Lynesack  and  Softley,  ^ 
in  the  county  of  Durham ;  yet  the  detendants  so  wrongfully,  carelessly, 
negligently,  and  improperly,  and  without  leaving  any  proper  or  suffi- 
cient support  in  that  behalf,  worked  certain  mines  under  and  beneath 
the  said  land  of  the  plaintiff,  that  by  reason  thereof  great  parts  of  the 
said  land  fell  in  and  sank,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  hindered  nn4 
prevented  from  having  the  use,  benefit,  and  enjoyment  of  his  land  in 
80  large  and  ample  a  manner  as  he  otherwise  would  have  done,  and 
his  estate  and  interest  in  the  said  land  became  and  was  greatly  deterio- 
rated and  lessened  in  value,  and  a  certain  mare  of  the  plaintiff,  lawfully 
being  upon  his  said  land,  fell  into  one  of  the  holes  made  by  the  sinking 
and  falling  in  of  the  said  land  as  aforesaid,  and  was  killed. 

Third  plea,  as  to  working  the  said  mines  without  leaving  any  proper 
or  sufficient  support,  that  before  the  plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the 
said  land,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  an  Act  of 
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Parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  81st  year  of  the  reign  of  His 
Migesty  King  George  the  Second,  entitled  "  An  Act  for  enclosing  and 
dividing  the  moors  and  commons  within  the  chapelry  of  Hamsterlej, 
in  the  manor  of  Wolsinffham  and  county  of  Durham/'  the  Lord  Bishop 
of  Durham,  in  right  of  nis  church  and  see  of  Durham,  was  lord  of  the 
manor  of  Wolsingham,  and,  as  such  lord,  was  seised  of  or  entitled  to 
the  soil  of  certain  commons,  moors,  or  waste  lands  as  being  parcel  of 
or  belonging  to  the  said  manor,  and  was,  as  such  lord,  also  seised  of 
or  entitled  to  certain  coal-mines  lying  and  being  in  and  under  the 
*d421  ^^^  ^commons,  moors,  and  waste  lands ;  and  certain  persons 

-I  in  the  said  Act  mentioned  were,  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
thereof,  entitled  to  the  right  of  common  in  and  upon  the  said 
commons,  moors,  or  waste  lands,  and  had  agreed  among  themselves, 
with  the  consent  of  the  said  lord,  that  the  same  should  be  enclosed, 
allotted,  and  divided  unto  and  amongst  the  several  persons  so  entitled 
to  such  right  of  common,  subject  to  such  rents,  charges,  rules,  orders, 
and  directions  as  are  in  the  said  Act  mentioned  and  enacted.  And 
thereupon,  after  reciting  that  the  Right  Beverend  Father  in  God 
Bichanl,  Lord  Bishop  of  Durham,  in  right  of  his  church  and  see  of 
Durham,  was  lord  of  the  manor  of  WoLsingham,  in  the  county  of 
Durham,  and,  as  such,  was  seised  of  or  entitled  to  the  soil  of  the  said 
commons,  moors,  or  waste  lands,  as  being  parcel  of  or  belonging  to  the 
said  manor ;  and  that  the  Bight  Honourable  Henry  Earl  of  Dariington, 
&c.,  and  several  other  persons  [naming  them]  were  respectively  owners 
and  proprietors  of  several  freehold  lands  or  tenements  situate,  lying, 
and  being  in  the  said  townships,  and  also  of  several  customary  or 
copyhold  lands  or  tenements,  also  situate,  lying,  and  being  within  the 
said  townships,  held  of  the  manor  of  Wolsingham  by  copy  of  court 
roll,  and  the  said  several  persons,  their  trustees,  lessees,  &rmers»  or 
tenants,  in  respect  of,  or  as  appendant,  appurtenant,  or  belonging  to, 
their  said  several  lands  or  tenements,  were  entitled  to  a  right  of  com- 
mon in  and  upon  the  said  commons,  moors,  or  wastes;  and  being 
willing  and  desirous  to  improve  their  estates  and  properties  in  the 
said  townships,  and  that  the  said  commons  or  waste  ground  might  be 
cultivated  and  improved  and  rendered  of  some  use  and  value,  had 
proposed  and  agreed,  with  the  consent  of  the  said  lord  of  the  said 
*94S1   *^^^^^»  ^^^  ^^  same  should  be  enclosed,  allotted,  and  divided 

^  unto  and  amongst  the  several  persons  entitled  to  such  right  of 
common  thereon  as  aforesaid,  and  that  a  specific  part  or  share  thereof 
might  be  assigned  and  allotted  to  each  person,  to  be  held  by  them  in 
severalty  in  such  manner,  with,  under,  and  subject  to  such  rents, 
charges,  rules,  orders,  and  directions  as  thereinafter  were  mentioned; 
and  that  such  enclosure  and  division  so  proposed  and  agreed  upon  as 
aforesaid  would  not  only  be  of  great  advantage  to  all  persons  inter- 
ested in  the  premises,  and  tend  greatly  to  the  improvement  of  their 
several  estates  in  the  said  townships,  but  would  be  also  of  public 
utility,  yet  the  same  could  not  be  established  and  rendered  enectaal 
without  the  aid  and  authority  of  Parliament :  it  was  by  the  said  Ad 
(amongst  other  things)  enacted  that  the  said  commons,  moors,  or  waste 
lands  should,  before  the  1st  November,  1760,  be  set  out,  awarded, 
and  divided  by  certain  Commissioners  in  the  said  Act  named  among 
the  said  persons  so  entitled  as  aforesaid.    And  it  was  thoEreby  also 
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farther  enacted,  tbat  nothing  in  the  said  Act  contained  should  be  coil- 
strned  to  defeat,  lessen,  or  prejudice  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of 
the  lord  of  the  manor  of  Wolsingham,  of,  in,  and  to  the  seigniory  and 
royalties  incident  and  belonging  to  the  said  manor,  but  that  every 
such  lord  for  the  time  being  should  and  might,  from  time  to  time,  and 
aft  all  times  for  ever  thereafter,  hold  and  enjoy  all  rents,  services, 
courts,  perquisites,  and  profits  of  court,  and  all  other  royalties  and 
seigniories  whatsoever,  to  such  manor  or  the  lord  thereof,  for  the 
time  being,  incident,  belonging,  or  appertaining  (other  than  and  ex- 
cept such  common  rights  as  could  or  might  be  claimed  bv  him  or 
them  respectively  as  owners  of  the  soil  and  inheritance  of  *the  ri^QAA 
said  moors  or  commons  or  otherwise  in  or  upon  the  said  com-  '- 
mens  so  to  be  enclosed),  in  as  full  and  beneficial  a  manner  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes  as  they  or  any  of  them  could  or  might  have  held 
and  enjoyed  the  same  in  case  the  said  Act  had  not  been  made ;  and 
also  that  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of  Durham,  his  successors  and  assigns, 
should  and  might  at  all  times  thereafter  have,  hold,  and  enjoy  all 
mines  and  quarries,  of  what  nature  or  kind  soever,  lying  and  being 
in  and  under  the  said  moors  and  comi!nons  so  to  be  allotted  ana 
divided  as  aforesaid  (other  than  and  except  certain  dtiarries  of  stone), 
together  with  all  convenient  and  necessary  ways  and  way-leaves,  and 
liberty  of  laying  and  repairing  wagon  ways  and  other  ways,  in,  over, 
and  along  the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  and  of  searching  for,  win- 
ning, and  working  the  said  mines  and  quarries,  and  leading  and  car- 
rying away  the  coals,  lead,  minerals,  stones,  and  other  things  to  h6 
gotten  thereout,  and  making  drifts,  levcils,  watercourses,  erecting  and 
using  fire-engines  and  other  engines,  pit-rooms,  and  other  usual  liber- 
ties, as  fully  and  freely  as  he  or  they  might  of  could  hate  had  of 
enjoyed  the  same  in  case  the  Act  had  not  been  passed,  and  that  with- 
out making  or  paying  any  satisfaction  for  so  doing.  And  after  reciting 
that  great  inconveniences  might  happen  and  damage  be  done  to  par- 
ticular persons  by  reason  of  the  searching  for,  winning,  and  working 
the  mines  and  ouarries  within  and  under  their  respective  allotments 
by  the  said  Lora  Bishop  of  Durham,  his  successors  and  assigns,  with- 
out making  or  paying  any  satisfaction  fot  so  doing,  it  was  by  the  said 
Act  further  enacted  that  when  and  so  often  asr  any  person  or  persons 
should  suffer  or  sustain  any  loss  or  damage  in  his  or  their  respective 
allotments  by  *the  searching  for,  winning  and  working  of  the  f^qak 
mines  and  quarries  therein,  or  the  laying  and  repairing  wagon  '- 
ways  or  other  ways,  or  by  the  leading  and  carrying  away  the  coa:Is; 
lead,  minerals,  stones,  or  other  things  to  be  gotten  thereout,  or  making 
drifts,  levels,  or  watercourses,  or  erecting  or  using  fire-engines  or  other, 
engines,  pit-room,  or  other  the  liberties  and  powers  thereby  given  arid! 
reserved  to  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of  Durham,  hi?  successors  and  as- 
signs, upon  complaint  thereof  made  by  such  person  or  persons  sd 
damnified  as  aforesaid,  to  one  or  more  justice  or  justices  of  the  peaoar 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Durham,  such  justice  or  justices  was  and 
were  thereby  empowered  and  required  to  examine  imd  inqui^  into 
such  complaint  or  complaints  in  a  suiMiary  way,  and  finally  to  settler 
and  assess  the  damages  sustained  by  such  person  oi^  persona  a?  afore- 
said, which  damages  should  be  puid  and  borne  by  the  oooupiers  of 
the  several  said  allotments,  lying  and  being  iff  stiehl  and  thef  samt) 
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township  in  which  the  allotment  or  allotments  in  which  such  damages 
ahould  be  committed  should  be,  according  to  the  respectiye  yearly 
values  or  rents  of  such  allotments,  in  such  proportion  as  such  justice 
or  justices  should  direct  or  appoint,  and  within  such  times  as  should 
be  limited  by  the  said  justice  or  justices,  with  power  to  the  said  jus- 
tice or  justices  to  issue  their  warrant,  under  their  or  his  hand  and  seal, 
for  levying  such  proportion  by  distress  and  sale,  in  case  the  same 
should  not  be  paid  by  the  person  or  persons  so  liable  to  pay  the  same. 
That  the  said  commons,  moors,  or  waste  lands  were,  after  the  passing 
of  the  said  Act,  and  before  the  1st  November,  1760,  duly  allotted, 
divided,  and  enclosed,  in  pursuance  of  and  according  to  the  provisions 

*94B1  ^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^'  ^^^  ^^  award  in  pursuance  of  the  said  ^Act 
^  duly  made  by  the  said  Commissioners,  and  that  the  land  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  was  and  is  parcel  of  the  said  moors,  commons, 
and  waste  lands  so  enclosed  and  allotted.  That  from  time  whereof 
the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary,  up  to  the  time  of  the  pass- 
ing of  the  said  Act,  the  Lord  Bishop  of  Durham  for  the  time  being 
and  his  assigns  had  been  used  and  accustomed  [as  of  right  (a)]  to 
search  for,  win,  and  work  the  said  coal-mines  so  lying  and  being  in 
and  under  the  said  commons,  moors,  and  waste  lands  without  let  or 
interruption,  and  without  leaving  any  support  for  the  said  lands  in 
and  under  which  the  said  mines  were  so  situate  as  aforesaid,  and  with- 
out making  or  paying  any  satisfaction  for  any  injury  that  might  be 
caused  by  such  working  of  the  said  mines ;  and  that  from  the  time 
of  passing  the  said  Act  hitherto  the  said  mines  have  been  so  worked 
without  leaving  any  support  for  the  said  lands.  That  the  said  mines 
in  the  declaration  mentioned  were,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the 
said  Act  and  of  the  committing  of  the  said  alleged  grievances,  parcel 
of  the  said  mines  in  the  said  Act  mentioned,  and  that  the  defendants 
at  the  time  of  committing  the  said  grievances  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned were  and  are  possessed  of  and  interested  in,  and  entitled  to 
work  and  did  work,  the  said  mines  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain 
lease  thereof,  bearing  date  on  or  about  the  28th  February,  1851,  and 
made  between  the  Lord  Bishop  of  Durham  of  the  one  part,  and  one 
John  Fenwick  of  the  other  part. 

Fourth  plea,  as  to  working  the  said  mines  without  leaving  proper 
and  sufficient  support  in  that. behalf:  that  the  said  land  in  the  deda- 
^9471  '^^^^^  mentioned  is  situate  *in  the  township  of  Lynesack  and 
-'  Softtey,  in  the  county  of  Durham,  which  said  township  has 
been,  from  time  whereof  the  memory  of  man  is  not  to  the  contrary, 
within  and  part  and  parcel  of  the  manor  of  Wolsingham,  in  the  said 
county,  and  of  which  said  manor,  from  time  whereof,  &c.,  the  Lord 
Bishop  of  Durham  for  the  time  being,  in  right  of  his  church  and  see 
of  Durham,  has  been  lord,  and,  as  such  lord,  seised  in  his  demesne  as 
of  fee  of  and  in  certain  mines  and  collieries  situate  and  lying  within 
the  said  manor :  and  that  for  the  period  of  forty  years  next  before 
the  commencement  of  this  suit  the  said  lord  of  the  said  manor,  and 
his  tenants  and  &rmers,  occupiers  of  the  said  mines  and  collieries, 
have  been  used  and  accustomed  of  right,  and  without  interruption, 
to  work  the  said  mines  and  collieries  within  the  said  manor,  without 

(a)  TImm  wordfl  mn  iniwtod  dmiog  the  argamont^  by  ■nmidment,  on  Um  ftpplieatioa  of  tkt 
Attonej-OtiMnl,  for  (he  deftsfUntt. 
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leaving  any  support  for  the  said  lands  in  the  said  manor  in  and  under 
which  the  said  mines  and  ooUieries  were  situate :  that  at  the  time  of 
the'said  alleged  grieTanoes,  the  defendants  were  tenants  to  the  lord 
of  the  said  manor  of  the  mines  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  the 
same  being  part  of  the  mines  and  collieries  hereinbefore  mentioned 
as  being  within  the  said  manor,  and  that  the  said  working  the  said 
mines  under  the  said  land  of  the  plaintiff  without  leaving  any  sup* 

Krt  for  the  said  land,  as  in  the  declaration  alleged,  was  a  working 
them  of  the  said  mines  in  the  exercise  of  and  according  to  the 
said  right  and  custom. 

Fifth  plea,  as  to  working  the  said  mines  without  leaving  any  proper 
or  sufficient  support  in  that  behalf;  the  defendants  crave  leave,  for 
brevity's  sake,  to  repeat  the  alleffations  in  the  last  plea,  substituting 
the  period  of  twenty  years  for  tne  period  of  forty  years  in  the  last 
plea  mentioned. 

^Demurrer  to  the  8d,  4th,  and  6th  pleas.  r^fiAo 

Joinder  in  demurreri  ^^^ 

The  demurrers  were  argued  in  Michaelmas  Term  (Nov.  8, 12, 1861), 
before  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  Wightman  and  Blackburn,  Js. 

ManUty  {T,  Jones,  of  the  Northern  Circuit,  with  him),  for  the  plain- 
tiff— First.  The  third  plea,  which  contains  no  averment  of  a  custom 
to  work  the  mines  under  the  commons  without  leaving  any  support^ 
and  without  making  compensation  for  injury  caused  by  such  working, 
is  no  answer  to  the  action.  By  the  Enclosure  Act  the  lord  of  the 
manor  came  to  an  agreement  with  the  freehold  or  customary  owners 
of  land,  who  had  rights  of  common  over  the  wastes  of  the  manori 
that  the  wastes  should  be  divided  between  himself  and  the  common* 
ers,  and  that  he  should  retain  all  his  right  of  working  the  minerals. 
If  the  Enclosure  Act  had  not  passed  he  could  have  had  no  right  to 
work  the  mines  so  as  to  create  a  nuisance  on  the  surface,  by  which 
the  cattle  of  the  commoners  should  fall  into  holes  and  be  injured* 
Admitting  that,  before  the  act  of  enclosure,  there  might  be  a  custom 
to  work  the  mines  so  as  to  do  some  injury  to  the  sur&ce,  the  custom 
must  be  confined  within  reasonable  limits  so  as  to  protect  the  rights 
of  the  commoners.  An  agreement  between  the  lord  of  the  manor 
and  the  commoners,  by  which  the  lord  should  have  liberty  to  work 
the  mines  so  as  to  endanger  the  lives  of  the  cattle  of  the  commoners, 
is  not  to  be  presumed.  The  dictum  in  the  judgment  in  Hilton  v. 
Earl  Granville,  5  Q.  B.  701,  780  (E.  C.  L.  E.  vol.  48),  that  "  even  if 
the  grant  could  be  produced  in  specie,  reserving  a  right  in  the  lord  to 
deprive  his  grantee  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  thing  granted,  such  a 
clause  must  be  rejected  as  'repugnant  and  absurd,"  has  been  r^r^Aa 
overruled  in  Rowbotham  v.  Wilson,  6  E.  ft  B.  598  (E.  0.  L.  R.  •-  ^^ 
vol.  88).(a)  But  the  decision  in  Hilton  v.  Earl  Granville,  that  a  pre* 
scription  or  a  custom  to  that  effect  was  bad  as  being  unreasonable, 
was  not  questioned ;  and  the  authorities  are  consistent  with  this  pro- 
position, that  a  custom  so  highly  detrimental  to  the  subject-matter  of 
the  grant  as  that  in  question  is  will  not  be  presumed :  Broadbent  v. 
WUks,  Willes  860,  868,(6)  per  Willes,  C.  J.,  Badger  v.  Ford,  8  B.  ft 
A.  158.    This  has  none  of  the  requisites  to  the  validity  of  a  custom; 

(•)  AfflmMl  in  Ezeh.  Cb.  8  E.  A  B,  128  (B.  C.  l<.  &.  roL  92);  and  in  D.  P.  8  H.  L.  848. 
(6)  Afflrmed  on  frror,  2  Str.  1224. 
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stone,  in  error,  6  H.  &  N.  128,i{aS  a  custom  in  a  manor  that  tbe  copy* 
holders  of  inheritance  might,  without  license  from  the  lord,  break  the 
surface  and  dig  and  get  clay  without  limit  from  their  copyhold  tene- 
ments for  the  purpose  of  making  bricks  to  be  sold  by  them  o£f  the 
manor,  was  held  good  in  law.  The  Enclosure  Act  does  not  lessen 
the  rights  which  the  lord  had :  and  it  reserves  those  rights,  though 
it  may  be  that  it  could  not  have  created  them.  The  section  which 
provides  for  compensation  shows  that  it  is  to  be  for  damage  in  working 
the  minerals,  and  not  for  damage  in  the  superficial  working. 

As  to  the  4th  and  6th  pleas,  assuming  that  the  prescription,  as 
averred  in  the  Sd  plea,  is  good,  the  only  question  is  whether  those 
pleas  are  good  under  stat.  2  &  8  W.  4,  c.  71,  for  shortening  the  period 
of  prescription.  The  words  "  of  another"  are  not  in  the  second  section. 
[CocKBURN,  C.  J. — The  custom  is  pleaded  in  alieno  solo :  the  party 
against  whom  it  is  set  up  could  only  resist  the  working  when  in 
his  soil.  It  is  very  clear  that  Lord  Tenterden's  Act  does  not  apply 
except  to  the  case  of  working  in  the  land  of  a  person  who  was  in  a 
position  to  resist  it  and  submitted  to  it.  Wighthan,  J. — If  the  cus- 
tom is  bad  it  cannot  be  better  when  pleaded  under  Lord  Tenterden^s 
Act.]  The  pleas  in  substance  allege  that  the  lord  exercised  his  right 
under  the  locus  in  quo, — the  custom  set  up  is  to  work  all  the  mines 
*9541  ^^^^°  ^^®  *manor,  whereas  the  locus  in  quo  is  the  surface  over 
J  part  of  it.  [Blackburn,  J. — The  custom  is  not  pleaded  to 
work  in  that  particular  part  of  the  manor  in  which  the  plaintiff  owns 
the  surface.]  Is  it  not  included  7  [Wightman,  J. — That  should  he 
averred  with  certainty  in  order  to  bring  the  case  within  the  Act.] 

Jfanisty,  in  replv.  (Jur.  adv.  vuU. 

CoCKBUBN,  G.  J.  (Jan«  80th),  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court 

In  this  case,  which  was  argued  before  my  brothers  Wightman  and 
Blackburn  and  myself,  on  the  argument  on  the  demurrer  to  the  plea 
it  was  admitted  that,  if  Hilton  v.  Lord  Granville,  5  Q.  B.  701  (E.  C. 
L.  R.  vol.  48),  was  to  be  considered  as  law,  the  present  case  was  within 
the  decision  in  that  case,  and,  so  far  as  this  Court  was  concerned,  must 
be  governed  by  it.  But  it  was  insisted,  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
that  the  case  of  Hilton  v.  Lord  Granville  had  been  so  much  impugned 
and  shaken  by  subsequent  cases  that  it  must  be  considered  as  virtually 
overruled ;  at  all  events  sufEiciently  so  to  call  upon  the  Court  to  review 
the  decision  in  that  case,  and,  upon  the  arguments  urged  against  its 
validity,  now  to  overrule  it. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  to  some  extent  the  authority  of  Hilton 
V.  Lord  Granville  has  been  shaken,  inasmuch  as  a  position  assumed 
in  the  reasoning  of  the  Court  as  one  of  the  grounas  of  its  decision 
has  since  been  distinctly  overruled  in  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case 
of  Bowbotham  v.  Wilson,  8  H.  L.  848,  in  which  the  question  presented 
^9551  ^^^^  ^^^  adjudication.  And  it  cannot  be  denied  *that  the  deci- 
^  sion  itself  has  not  met  with  the  universal  approval  of  the  pro- 
fession ;  and  that  it  mav  be  desirable  that  the  validity  of  that  decision 
should  be  brought  under  the  consideration  of  a  Court  of  error.  At 
the  same  time  it  is  equally  clear  that,  though  the  reasoning  of  this 
Court  in  Hilton  v.  Lord  Granville,  6  Q.  B.  701  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  48\ 
has  been  impugned,  the  decision  in  that  case  has  not  been  overruled. 

(a)  AMwmti  in  D.  p.  •  Jv.  N.  S.  025, 
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And,  the  judgment  having  boen  a  considered  judgment  of  the  Court, 
and  standing  unreversed,  we  do  not  feel  ourselves  at  liberty  to  consider 
ourselves  as  otherwise  than  bound  by  it.  We  must  therefore,  but 
without  expressing  any  opinion  one  way  or  the  other  as  to  the  pro* 
priety  of  the  decision  in  question,  give  judgment  on  the  3d  plea  for 
the  plaintiff  leaving  the  defendants  to  take  the  case  into  error  if  they 
shall  be  so  advised. 

The  question  arising  on  the  4th  and  5th  pleas  was  disposed  of 
during  the  argument.  We  then  intimated  our  opinion  that  those 
pleas  were  bad,  inasmuch  as  they  did  not  show  any  acts  done  on  the 
plaintiffs  land ;  and  acts  done  on  the  land  of  another,  though  done 
as  of  right  for  twenty  or  forty  years,  could  not  in  our  judgment  affect 
the  plaintiff's  right.  On  these  pleas  also,  therefore,  there  will  be 
judgment  for  the  plaintiff.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff 


•CARE  and  Another  v.  The  Corporation  of  the  ROYAL  r^^jra 
EXCHANGE.  Assurance  Company.    Jan.  81.  1-^°^ 

SAQ  Viei.  e,  97. — Pleading  general  iiitie. — Nan  Mreait  eanveniianem,— Royal  Ea> 

change  Aeenrance  Aeeodaiion. — 11  v.  1,  e.  30,  «.  43. 

1.  Stei  S  A  6  Viet  e.  97,  •.  8,  wbloh  npmlf  ao  mneh  of  any  elanie  in  any  Act  commonly 
called  public  local  and  personal,  or  local  and  personal,  or  in  any  Act  of  n  local  and  personal 
OAtora,  whereby  pmrties  are  entiiled  to  fAead  (he  general  issue  only  and  to  give  any  special 
■utter  in  eTidcnoCy  is  by  its  preamble  oonflned  to  actions  "  for  any  matter  done  in  pursuance 
of  or  under  the  authority  of  the  said  Acts ;"  and  therefore  does  not  repeal  stat.  11  0. 1,  c  SO, 
s.  4.%  by  which  The  Royal  Bxehange  Assurance,  and  The  London  Assurance  Corporations  am 
eaabled,  in  all  actions  of  eorenant  against  them  upon  any  poU^,  to  plead  generally  that  thfy 
huTO  not  brolcen  the  coTcnants  in  such  policy,  Ac 

S.  Qumn,  whether  sUt.  11  0. 1,  c  SO,  s.  4S,  Is  an  Act  of  n  local  and  personal  nature,  within 
sUtft  AOVicLcOr? 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  for  breach  of  covenants  in 
the  usual  form,  upon  a  policy  of  insurance,  under  the  common  seal 
of  the  defendants,  dated  the  6th  December,  1857,  upon  the  ship  Dos 
Hermanos  and  a  cargo  of  guano  on  a  voyage  from  Monte  Video  and 
any  ports  in  the  river  Plate,  to  any  ports  in  the  United  Kingdom, 
alleging  a  constructive  total  loss  by  perils  insured  against  There 
were  also  the  common  money  counts.  The  defendants  pleaded,  as  tp 
the  first  count,  that  they  had  not  broken  their  covenants,  and  as  to 
the  residue  of  the  declaration,  payment  into  Court  of  2622. 10s. 

In  this  Term  (Jan.  28d), 

Dudley  Campbell  moved  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  defendants  to 
show  cause  why  the  plea  to  the  first  count  of  tne  declaration  should 
not  be  struck  out  or  amended. — Stat.  11  G.  1,  o.  80,  which,  by  sect 
23,  gives  the  'defendants  the  right  to  plead  that  they  had  not  r^M 
broken  their  covenants,  is  a  local  ana  personal  Act  or  of  a  ^ 
local  and  personal  nature,  within  stat  6  a  6  Yict  a  97,  and  therefore 
is  repealed  by  sect  8  of  that  statute.  The  preamble  of  stat  11  G.  1, 
0.  80,  s.  48,  states  the  reasons  for  which  the  privilege  of  pleading  the 

E[ieral  issue  was  granted  to  The  Boyal  Exchange  Assurance  and  The 
ndon  Assurance  Corporations;  namely,  that  under  the  system  of 
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pleading  tben  in  practice  in  an  action  of  covenant,  thougli  a  part  only 
of  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  policy  was  due,  the  jury  were  obligod  to 
give  the  whole  sum,  irrespective  of  the  merits.  An  Act  may  be  of 
a  local  and  personal  nature,  although  it  is  printed  among  the  publie 
statutes,  ana  has  a  clause  making  it  a  public  Act,  and  although  it 
contains  some  clauses  affecting  all  the  Queen's  subjects :  Cock  v.  Gent^ 
12  M.  k  W.  284  ;t  Richards  v.  Easto,  15  M.  k  W.  244  ;t  Moore  v. 
Shepherd,  10  Exch.  424.t  The  practice  in  printing  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment to  separate  public  local  and  personal  from  public  Acts  com- 
menced long  subsequent  to  the  11  G.  1.  [Crompton,  J. — ^This  is  not 
a  plea  of  the  general  issue.  Stat.  11  G.  1,  o.  80,  s.  48,  does  not  give 
leave  to  plead  the  general  issue  within  stat  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97 :  it  gives 
a  special  plea  that  the  defendants  owed  nothing  if  sued  in  debt,  and 
haa  not  broken  their  eovenants  if  sued  in  .covenant.  Cockbubk,  G. 
J. — It  intended  to  give  the  defendants  the  benefit  which  generally 
accrues  to  parties  from  pleading  the  general  issue,  so  that  it  would  w 
within  the  mischief  of  stat.  6  &  6  Vict.  c.  97 ;  and  the  only  question 
is  whether  it  is  within  its  provisions.]  Rule  nisi. 

*9581       *Bomll  (with  him  Waikin  WilUaTna)  showed  cause. — ^In  the 
^  many  actions  which  have  been  brought  against  this  Company 
since  the  passing  of  stat.  5  &  6  Vict.  c.  97,  this  is  the  first  occasion 
on  which  the  right  to  plead  this  plea,  under  stat.  11  G.  1,  c  80,  s.  43, 
has  been  disputed.    First.  Stat.  11  G.  1,  c.  80,  is  not  a  local  and  per- 
sonal Act,  nor  an  Act  of  a  local  and  personal  nature,  within  ^at.  5 
&  6  Vict.  c.  97.  The  preamble  of  stat.  5  &  d  Vict.  c.  97,  is:  ''Whereas 
divers  Acts  of  Parliament,  public,  local,  and  personal,  contain  enact- 
ments or  provisions  relating  to  the  recovery  of  double,  treble,  or 
other  costs  in  certain  cases,  and  to  the  pleading  of  the  general  issuer 
and  the  givitig  any  special  matter  in  evidence  at  any  trial  to  be  had 
for  any  matter  done  in  pursuance  of  or  under  the  authority  of  the 
said  Acts,  and  to  the  giving  of  notice  of  action  before  any  action 
shall  be  commenced :  And  whereas  it  is  expedient  that  the  law  should 
be  altered  in  such  respects."    That  Act  was  passed  with  reference  to 
railway  and  canal  Acts,  and  other  special  Acts  of  Parliament,  which 
gave  to  Companies  the  powers  of  pleading  the  general  issue,  so  that 
until  the  trial  it  was  not  known  what  defence  would  be  relied  on. 
But  the  present  case  is  not  contemplated  by  that  statute,  nor  within 
its  language.    The  defendants  are  one  of  the  two  corporations  for 
assurance  of  ships  created  by  Royal  Charter  in  pursuance  of  stat  6 
G.  1,  c.  18;  ana,  in  consideration  of  800,000?.  paid  to  the  Crown, 
certain  privileges  were  conferred  upon  them  for  public  purposes,  and 
for  the  benefit  of  the  commercial  part  of  the  community.    Section  4 
enabled  persons  having  just  demands  upon  policies  of  assurance 
efiected  with  the  Company  to  declare  in  a  general  form  '*that  the 
same  corporation  is  indebted  to  him,  or  them,  the  money  so  demanded, 
'cPnQI  ^^^  ^^y^  not  paid  the  same  According  to  this  Act"    And 
^^^J  sUt  11  G.  1,  c.  80,  s.  4S,  after  reciting  stat  6  G.  1,  c.  18,  gives 
to  these  corporations  the  privilege  of  pleading  in  actions  of  diebt 
^  that  they  owe  nothing  to  the  plamtifT,"  and  in  actions  of  covenant 
**  that  they  have  not  bi^Mce  the  covenants  in  such  policy  contained,  or 
Any  of  them."    The  effect  is  to  provide  a  simple  form  of  plea^&ig  ae 
between  these  corporations  and  persons  eftetiBg  pofieiee  wiUi'  tf^ 
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[GocKBUitN,  C,  J.— The  preamble  of  stat.  6  &  6  Yiot  o,  97,  speaka  of. 
"  auy  trial  to  be  had  for  any  matter  done  in  pursuanoe  of  or  imder 
the  autbOTitj  of  the  aaid  Acts :"  thi^  is  not  an  action  for  anything 
done  in  pursuanoe  of  the  Act  under  whioh  the  defendants  are  incorr 
porated.]    He  was  then  stopped. 

Dudley  Campbell,  in  support  of  the  rule. — The  preamble  of  stat.  6 
&  6  Vict.  c.  97,  cannot  restrain  the  words  of  the  enacting  part,  which 
are  very  large.  Sect.  9  enacts,  "  That  so  much  of  any  clause  or  pro- 
vision in  any  Act  or  Acts  commonly  called  public  local  and  personair 
or  local  and  personal,  or  in  any  Act  or  Acts  of  a  local  and  personal 
nature,  whereby  any  party  or  parties  are  entitled  or  permitted  to 
plead  the  general  issue  only  and  to  give  any  special  matter  in  evidence 
without  specially  pleading  the  oame,  shall  be  and  the  same  is  hereby 
repealed.  [Cookbubk,  C.  J. — The  question  is,  whether  the  pream** 
ble  does  not  show  that  the  Legislature  intended  the  statute  to  apply 
to  clauses  by  which  the  privileges  therein  mentioned  were  given  by 
^)ecial  Acts  to  companies  in  actions  against  them  for  something  done 
under  those  Acts.  Stat  11  G.  1,  a  80,  s.  43,  does  not  give  the  de- 
fendants any  power  or  authority  until  the  ^pleading  begins,  tmaa 
Cromfton,  J. — If  the  defence  in  this  action  arose  under  the  ^ 
special  Acts,  the  plaintiff  would  have  some  ground  for  his  applica- 
tion. WiGHTHAy,  J. — The  preamUe  of  stat.  6  &  6  Yict.  c.  97,  is  the 
key  to  the  intention  of  the  Legislature.  The  defence  does  not  arise 
from  anything  done  by  the  defendants  in  pursuance  of  their  Acts.} 
There  is  no  decision  on  this  point:  the  cases  cited  being  on  the  ques? 
tion  whether  a  statute  is  of  a  local  and  personal  nature  within  sti^ 
6  &  6  Yict.  c.  97.  [OBOiCFTOtf ,  J.-^Those  cases  are  distinguishable  • 
but  in  each  of  them  the  action  was  for  something  done  in  pursuance 
of  the  special  Act.  Gookbubn,  C.  J.-r-I  incline  to  think  that  11  G-, 
1,  a  80,  is  not  such  a  local  and  personal  Act  as  stat.  5  &  6  Yict.  a  97 
contemplated;  but,  assuming  that  it  is,  the  latter  statute  does  not 
apply  to  this  case.]  The  authority  to  insure  is  under  stat.  11  G.  1, 
c.  oO.  [CooKBU&N,  C.  J. — ^The  Company  could  have  granted  a  policy 
before  that  statute  and  without  it] 

Per  CuBiAM.    (GocKBURif,  0.  Jv  WiaHTXAN,  Cbompton,  and  MUp 
LOB,  Js.)  Bule  discharged^  ^ 


^The  QUEEN  v.  The  Overseen  of  the  Township  of  HUIX  r«Mi 

BHBSFIBLD-    Jan.  81.  ^  ^^ 

1 5<§  16  Fie/,  e.  81,  m.  32,  34,  35.— Cbicufy-raltf.— Forifft  parHy  wiikin  bowugh.^ 

Mice. 

SUt  IS  kte  Viet  c  81,  u.  82,  84,  and  86,  whioh  proTidai  fbr  dM  eollMtion  of  Ibo  oountf- 
teU  in  poriabos  sitoAto  partly  within  horovghi  and  partly  wiitlkoiit,  appliot  omlj  to  bofowgha 
'*  Bot  rabJMt  to  eontribvto  to  tho  oouity-imta;"  and  tharafl«%  wharo  »  pariah  la  ailsata  pwl|y 
within  a  borough  whioh  eontrilmilef  to  tha  oaiintjMale^  »  aap^rata  rata  towards  tho  ozpaaaa  9i 
tho  ooanty  poHoo  eannot  bo  made  upon  t^o  part  without  tho  horongh,  hough  tho  part  withiii 
U  ia  gOTomed  by  a  local  Act,  nnder  which  polloo  oonatabloi  are  appoiniod  and  paid. 

WxLSBT  had  obftaiaed  a  rule^  on  behalf  of  the  Huddersfield  Iwt 
pit'veiBenI  Oommisnan^ts  ia  iIa  West  Biding  oC  Yorkibi^aib  oaUiif 
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upon  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  township  of  Huddersfield  to 
show  cause  why  a  mandamus  should  not  issue  commanding  them  to 
make  and  leyj  a  special  rate  upon  that  part  of  the  township  which  is 
not  within  the  limits  of  The  Huddersfield  Improvement  Act,  1848, 
in  order  to  reimburse  themselves  the  sum  of  121.  IQs.  Id,  collected  bj 
them  within  that  part  of  the  township  which  is  within  the  limits  of 
the  said  Act,  towards  the  district  police-rate  for  the  said  West  Riding, 
in  pursuance  of  a  call  made  by  the  guardians  of  the  Huddersfield 
Poor  Law  Union  on  the  29th  September,  1861. 

The  borough  or  town  of  Huddersfield  is  coextensive  with  the  town- 
ship. The  Huddersfield  Improvement  Act,  1848  (11  k  12  Vict  c.  cxL), 
only  extends  to  the  town  properly  so  called,  being  about  three-fourths 
of  the  township,  the  limits  of  the  Act  being  confined  (by  section  13) 
within  a  radius  of  1200  yards  from  the  market-place.  By  that  Act 
♦9621  *^^  ^^®  ^^^^  l^oXiQQ  Clauses  ♦Act,  1847  (10  &  11  Vict.  c.  89), 
^  incorporated  (by  section  10)  with  it,  certain  Commissioners  are 
empowered  to  appoint  a  superintendent  and  other  police  constables 
who  act  within  the  limits  of  the  local  Act,  and  to  pav  them  out  of  the 
improvement  rate,  which  is  to  be  made  and  levied  ior  that  and  other 
purposes  in  that  part  of  the  township  within  the  limits  of  the  Act. 
Accordingly,  since  the  passing  of  the  Act,  the  Commissioners  have 
appointed  such  constables.  The  township  of  Huddersfield  separately 
maintains  its  own  poor,  and  is  within  the  Huddersfield  Poor  Lav 
Union ;  and  since  1847,  when  county  police  constables  were  appointed, 
the  guardians  of  the  union,  on  the  receipt  of  a  precept  from  the  West 
Biding  Quarter  Sessions  to  levy  a  county-rate,  including  the  district 
police-rate,  have  made  calls  upon  the  overseers  of  the  township  of 
Huddersfield  for  the  whole  amount  to  be  levied  on  the  township ;  and 
the  overseers  have  paid  the  calls  out  of  the  poor-rates  collected  by  them 
from  the  whole  township.  The  overseers  refused  to  levy  a  special 
rate  upon  that  portion  of  the  township  which  is  without  the  limits 
of  the  local  Act,  on  the  ground  that  they  had  no  power  by  law  to  do 
so;  and,  consequently,  the  persons  residing  within  the  limits  of  the 
local  Act  pay  not  only  their  own  constables,  but  also  contribute 
towards  the  payment  of  the  county  constables  who  do  not  act  within 
the  limits  of  the  borough. 

The  following  sections  of  stat.  15  k  16  Vict.  c.  81,  are  material. 

Sect.  82.  "  That  where  any  parish  or  place  separately  maintaining 
its  own  poor  shall  be  divided,  so  that  a  part  is  comprised  in  a  borough 
not  subject  to  contribute  to  the  county-rate,  while  the  part  out  of  the 
■♦9631  ^^^^^S^  ^^  ♦liable  to  contribute  thereto,  and  any  county-rate 
-J  shall  be  assessable  upon  the  part  of  the  parish  or  place  which 
is  comprised  within  the  county  and  excluded  from  the  borough,  the 
overseers  of  such  parish  or  place  shall,  on  receipt  of  any  precept  or 
other  lawful  demand  from  the  justices  of  the  county,  or. other  due 
Authority  in  that  behalf,  demanding  the  payment  of  any  sum  of  money 
as  the  contribution  of  the  part  of  sucn  parish  or  place  out  of  tM 
borough  towards  any  such  rate  as  aforesaia,  with  all  convenient  speed 
assess  the  sum  so  required  upon  the  persons  liable  within  such  part 
of  the  parish  or  place  to  pay  the  poor-rate  therein,  bv  means  of  a 
i0eparate  rate,  to  be  made,  allowed,  and  published  in  lice  manner  at 
the  poor-rate,  and  either  by  themselves  or  by  the  collector  of  poov* 
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r&tes  for  the  time  being  appointed  for  the-  said  parish  or  place  shalT 
oi>nect  the  same  separately  or  with  the  poor-rate  payable  by  the  pail^ies^ 
assessed  thereto,  and  for  the  purposes  of  assessing  and  collecting  the 
same  shall  have  all  such  powers,  authorities,  privileges,  protections, 
and  incidents  as  belong  to  them  in  the  assessing  and  collection  of  the 
poor-rate ;  and  all  provisioiis  of  the  law  for  enforcing  the  collectioik^ 
of  the  poor-rate,  and  recovering  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  therein, 
shall  be  applicable  to  the  collection  of  the  rate  oJ:  rates  herein  lastr 
above  mentioned  and  provided  for." 

Section  84;  "  That  where  a  precept  shall  be  issued  to  the  guardians' 
of  the  union  comprising  any  such  parish  or  place,  under  the  provisions' 
in  that  I'espect  hereinbefore  contained,  aind  such  precept  shall  contain 
a  sum  to  De  assessed  and  charged  in  respect'  of  any'sucb  rate  as  is 
herein  provided  for  upon  a  part  of  such  parish  or  place  as  aforesaid, 
the  said  guardians  may  require  the  oVerseets  *of  such  parish  r^nc^A 
or  place  to  pay  to  their  treasurer  a  sum  of  money  sufficient  to  '• 
enable  the  said  guardians  to  pay  the  sum  so  assessed,  with  the  other 
8ums  mentioned  in  the  said  precept,  to  the  treasurer  of  the  county  of 
other  person  lawfully  authorized  to  ireceive  it ;  and  the  said  overseers 
shall  pay  the  amount  out  of  any  moneys  in  their  possession  belonging 
to  the  parish  or  place,  or  to  the  part  of  such  parish  or  place  respec- 
tively, and  reimburse  themselves,  if  niecessary,  by  a  rate,  to  be  levied' 
as  hereinbefore  described,  upon  the  peirsons  liable  thereto,  or,  if  they' 
have  no  such  moneys,  shall  forthwith  proceed  to  levy  and  collect  the 
requisite  amount  by  such  rate,  and  pay  the  same  over  to  the  treasurer 
of  the  said  guardians:  Provided  nevertheless,  that  if  such  overseer^ 
make  default  and  do  not  make  the  requisite'  payment  Within  the  ap- 
pointed time,  they  shall  be  subject  to  be  proceeded  against  in  like 
manner  as  the  overseers  of  a  parish  wholly  situated  within  the  county 
are  subjected  to  under  the  provisions  of  tnis  Act. 

Section  35.  "  That  where  the  amount  required  in  respect  of  any 
such  county- rate  from  any  part  of  such  parish  or  place  as  last  afore- 
said shall,  in  the  judgment  of  such  overseers,  be  so  small  as  to  render 
the  levying  and  collecting  of  a  separate  rate  for  it  inconvenient,  the 
overseers  may  postpone  the  reimbursement  of  themselves  for  any 
such  advance  as  aforesaid,  and  they  or  their  successors  may  after- 
wards, on  the  recurrence  of  the  next  precept  or  other  lawful  demand, 
or  of  that  next  but  one,  levy  and  collect  such  a  rate  as  aforesaid  to 
raise  the  whole  amount  so  previously  advanced  and  unsatisfied  out 
of  the  poor-rates  of  the  parish,  as  well  as  the  amount  required  by  the 
then  precept  or  demand,  and  shall  apply  the  sum  so  collected  in  reim* 
bursement  of  the  previous  ^payments,  and  the  satisfaction  of  r^gag 
such  precept  or  demand,  and  shall  apply  the  balance,  if  any,  ^ 
towards  the  discharge  of  the  next  precept  or  demand." 

Hellish  showed  cause. — Stat.  8  &  4  V  ict.  c.  88,  s.  8,  repealed  so 
much  of  Stat  2  &  8  Vict.  c.  93,  as  directed  the  expenses  of  the  county 
police  to  be  paid  out  of  the  county-rate,  and  enacted  that  those  ex- 
penses should  be  defrayed  by  a  police-rate  to  be  made  by  the  justices 
m  Quarter  Sessions:  and,  by  sect.  5,  ''every  police-rate  which  the 
justices  shall  have  made  as  aforesaid  shall  be  collected  in  their  county 
from  the  persons  who  are  liable  to  contribute  thereunto  with  and  as 
part  of  the  county-rate."    Stat  8  &  4  Yict  o.  88,  only  alters  the 
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machinery  for  collecting  the  police-rate ;  it  still  remains  part  of  the 
Gounty-rate.  Huddersfield  is  not  a  borough  within  sect.  82  of  stat. 
15  k  16  Yict.  c.  81.  First,  it  is  not  a  municipal  or  corporate  borough, 
but  under  its  local  Act  has  a  board  of  commissioners,  who  are  em- 
powered to  appoint  police  constables,  and  to  watch  the  town.  There 
IS  no  power  to  do  away  with  the  provisions  of  the  local  Act  without 
the  consent  of  the  Secretary  of  State.  Secondly,  it  is  subject  to  con- 
tribute to  the  county -rate.  .  Sect.  82  refers  to  those  boroughs  which, 
having  obtained  a  grant  of  a  separate  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions,  are 
discharged  from  contributing  to  the  county -rate  by  stat.  5  &  6  W.  4, 
c.  76,  s.  112. 

Webby,  in  support  of  the  rule. — Huddersfield  is  a  "  borough" 
within  Stat.  16  k  16  Yict.  c.  81,  s.  82.  In  Tomlin's  Law  Dictionary 
there  is  the  following  description  of  a  borough :  it  '*  signifies  a  corpo- 
rate town,  which  is  not  a  city ;  and  also  such  a  town  or  place  as  sends 
*96B1  *^^^S^^^  ^^  Parliament. ....  But  sometimes  it  is  used  for 
-'  villa  insignior,  or  a  countrv  town  of  more  than  ordinary  note, 
not  walled."  [Wightman,  J.— in  1  Bl.  Com.  114,  it  is  said,  "a 
borough  is  now  understood  to  be  a  town,  either  corporate  or  not,  that 
sendem  burgesses  to  Parliament."  Cbohfton,  J. — Though  sect  82 
may  include  any  borough,  parliamentary  or  otherwise,  Huddersfield 
cannot  possibly  be  within  the  section,  because  it  does  contribute  to 
the  county-rate.  Cockbubn,  C.  J. — This  is  casus  omissus  arising 
from  the  manner  in  which  one  amending  Act  is  heaped  upon  another. 
Wightman,  J. — There  is  no  remedy  but  by  obtaining  an  Act  of 
Parliament.] 

Per  CuRLAji. — (CocKBURN,  C.  J.,  Wightman,  Cbomftok,  and 
MsLLOBy  Js.)  Bule  discharged. 
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CONTEMPORANEOUS  REPORTS. 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 

CLERK  V.  The  QUEEN.    May  18<a) 

Th*  Court  of  Q.  B.  hu  an  inherent  power  to  change  the  renne  in  the  trial  of  a  qno  warranto 
information,  and  eren  in  a  trial  for  mnrderi  on  a  inggestlon  that  it  will  be  more  conreniently 
tried  elfewbere  than  in  the  original  renne. 

This  was  a  writ  of  error  upon  a  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Cham^ 
ber,  affirming  a  judgment  of  the  Queen^s  Bench  in  £Eiyour  of  the  pro- 
secutor of  an  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto. 

Liverpool. — Be  it  remembered  that  Charles  Francis  Bobinson,  Esq., 
coroner  and  attorney  of  our  Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen,  Ac,  at  the 
relation  of  Thomas  Bigby,  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  wine  and 
spirit  merchant,  according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  cases 
made  and  provided,  brought  into  the  Court  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen  before  the  Queen  herself,  then  here,  a  certain  information  in 
the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  against  John  Clerk,  late  of  the  borough 
of  Liverpool  aforesaid,  merchant,  which  said  information  follows  in 
these  words,  that  is  to  say.  In  the  Queen^s  Bench  of  Hilary  Term  in 
the  twenty-second  yeax  of  Queen  Victoria.  Liverpool. — ^Be  it  rememr 
hered  that  Charles  Francis  Bobinson,  Esq.,  &c.,  at  the  relation  of  Tho«> 
mas  Bigby,  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool,  &c.,  gives  the  said  Court 
here  to  understand  and  be  informed,  that  the  borough'  of  Liverpool 
is  one  of  the  boroughs  named  in  the  schedule  (A)  annexed  to  the  Act 
of  Parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  King 
William  the  Fourth,  intituled  "  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  Kegulation 
of  Municipal  Corporations  in  England  ana  Wales/'  and  that  within 
the  said  borough,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  Act,  there 
ftro  and  of  right  ought  to  be  divers,  to  wit,  sixteen  wards  of  the  said 
borough,  one  whereof  is  called  and  known  as  No.  4  or  Saint  Paul's 

(a)  ft  Law  Tia«e,  N.  S.  Mj  $1  Law  Joomal,  Q.  B.  m. 

(»67) 


968  CLERK  v.  THE  QUEEN.    H.  or  L.  1861. 


Ward,  and  that  within  the  said  borough,  according  to  the  proinaions 
of  the  said  Act,  there  are  and  of  right  ought  to  be  divers^  to  wit, 
forty -eight  councillors  of  the  said  borough,  that  is  to  say  three  coun- 
cillors of  and  for  each  of  the  said  sixteen  wards  of  the  said  borough, 
to  be  elected  in  the  manner  in  the  said  Act  specified,  and  that  the 
place  and  office  of  a  councillor  of  the  said  borough  is  a  public  ofB.oe 
of  great  trust  and  pre-eminence  within  the  said  borough,  touching 
the  rule  and  government  of  the  same  (that  is  to  say),  at  the  borough 
of  Liverpool  aforesaid  in  the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  that  John 
Clerk,  late  of  the  said  Borough  of  Liyiergool,  nteroKattt,  heretofore,  to 
wit,  on  the  1st  November,  1858,  at  the  borough  of  Liverpool  afore- 
said, in  the  county  aforesaid,  did  use  and  exercise,  and  from  thence 
continually  afterwards  to  the  time  of  exhibiting  this  information  hath 
there  used  and  exercised,  without  any  legal  warrant,  royal  grant,  or 
right  whatsoever,  the  offiica  of  a  councillor  of  and.  fop  the  said-w^trd, 
called  No.  4,  or  St.  Paid^s  Ward;  in  the>  said'  borough>.  and  for  and 
during  all  the  term  aforesaid  hath  there  claimed,  and  still  doth  there 
claim  to  be  a  councillor  of  and  for  the  said  ward,  and  to  have,  uae^ 
and  enjoy  all  the  liberties,  privileged,  and  firanchises  to  the  office  of  a 
councillor  of  and  for  the  said  ward  belonging  and  appertaining,  which 
said  office,  liberties,  privileges,  and  fran<^ises  he  the  said  John  Clerk 
for  and  durine  all  the  time  aibresaid*  upon  our  said^  Lady  the  Queen, 
without  any  legal  warrant,  royal  grant,  or  riffht  whatsoever,  hath 
usurped  and  still. doUi  i&urp,  that  is^to  say,  atnie  borough  of  Liver- 
pool aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  in  contempt  of  our  said  Lady 
the  Queen,  to  the  great  damage  and  prejudice  of  her  royal  prero{^« 
tive  and  against  her  crown  and  dignity :  whereupon  the  saidcoroiieF 
and  attorney  of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  for  our  said  Lady  the  Queen, 
prayeth  the  consideration  of  the  said  Court  here  in  the  premises,  and 
that  due  process  of  law  may  be  awarded  against  him  the  said  John 
Clerk  to  make  him  answer  to  our  said  Lady  the  Queen,  antf  show  by 
what  authority  he  claims  to  have,  use,  and  enjoy  the  office,  liberties, 
privileges,  and  franchises  aforesaid. 

Plea. — That  under  colour  of  the  premises  contained  in  the  said  in* 
fbrmation  he  is  greatly  troubled  and  vexed,  and  that  by  no  means 
justly,  because  protesting  that'  the  said  information  and  matters 
therein  contained  are.  not  sufficient  in  law,  and  that  He  need  not  nor 
i&- obliged  by  law  to  give  any  answer  thereto,  yet  for  plea  in  this  be- 
half the  said  John  Clerk  says,  that  he  did- not  use  or  exercise  the  said 
office  of  a  councillor  of  and  for  the.  said  ward,  nor  claim  to  be  a  coun- 
cillor of  and  for  the  said*  ward,  nof  to  have,  use,  or  enjpy  the 
liberties,  privileges,  and  franchises  of  the.  said  office  of  a  councillor 
of  the  said  ward  belonging  or  appertaining  or  any  part  thereof  in 
manner  and  form-  as  by  the  said  information  is  above  laid  to  his 
efaarge,  and  of  this  he  puts  himself  upon  the  country^  &c. 

Issue  thereon. 

And  now,  on  the  2d'  Mkrch,  1859;  it  is  suggi^ted  and  manifesay 
appears  to*  the  Court  here,  that  thetrial  of  the  said  issue  above  joined 
between  the  said' coroner  and  attorney  and  the  said  John  Clerk  may 
be  more  conveniendy  h^'  in  the  countr  of  Middlesex  than,  in  the 
county  of  Lancaster  Therefore,  accoraing*  to  the  statute  is  such 
case  made  and  provided,  left  8"  jury  of  the^  sftid  county  of  Middlesex 
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oome,  &c.  The  record  then  set  out  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Oourt  4of  ^Qaeen.'8  Xenoh  ithereiit 

A  writ  of  .error  having  been  brought  to  the  Exchequer  X^hamber, 
the  ja<Upnent  was  affirmed,  whereupon  a  .writ  of  error  was  brought 
to  the  House  of  Lords. 

The  assignment  of  erroiv  was  as  follows : — ^Tbat  it  appears  by  the 
said  record  that  the  issue  joined  in  the  said  information  was  tried  in 
and  by  a  jury  of  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  not  in  or  by  a 
jury  of  the  county  or  plaee  where  the  venue  in  the  -said  information 
is  laid,  wherefore  in  this  there  is  manifest  error;  and  there  is  also 
error  in  this,  that  there  is  no  statute  or  law  to  warrant  a  trial  of  the 
said  issue  bv  a  jury  of  the  county  of  Middlesex  upon  a  suggestion 
that  the  trial  thereof  tni^t  be  more  conveniently  had  in  that  county 
than  in  the  eounty  of  Lancaster,  wherefore  in  this  there  is  manifest 
error;  and  also  there  is  error  in  this,  that  the  judgment idbresaid  of 
the  said  Court  of  our  Lady  the  Queen  before  the  Queen  herself  by 
the  record  aforesaid  appears  to  have  been  gifren  for  our  Lady  the 
Queen  against  the  said  John  Olerk,  whereas  by  tiie  -law  of  the  land 
tbe  said  judgment  ought  to  liave  been  given  for  the  said  John  Clerk 
against  our  said  Imv  the  Queen,  .therefere  in  this  there  is  manifoat 
error ;  and  also  there  is  error  in  this,  that  the  judgment  aforesaid  was 
affirmed  in  the  Court  of  Ezchecpier  Chamber  of  our  said  Lady  the 
Queen,  wh^-eas  by  the  kw  of  ^e  land  the  said  judgment  ought  to 
have  been  reversed,  therefore  in  that  there  is  manifest  err€»* :  And 
the  said  John  Clerk  prays,  that  the  judgment  tmd  affirmance  thereof 
aforesaid,  for  the  errors  aforesaid  and  for  tither  errors  in  the  said 
record  and  proceedings  beinff,  may  be  Teveaei,  annulled,  and  alto- 
gether holden  for  nought,  4ind  that  he  may  be  restored  to  all  things 
which  he  hath  lost  by  occasion  of  the  said  judgment  and  the  said 
affirmance  thereof. 

Br€U,  Q.  C,  for  the  plaintiff  in  error,  contended  that  there  was  no 
power  in  the  Court  below  to  ohange  the  venue  on  -a  mere  suggestion 
«f  greater  convenience  attending  the.  trial  in  Middlesex.  [Lord 
Chancellor  Campbsll.^ — ^Then  you  mnist  contend  that  the  triid  was 
utterly  bad.  It  is  too  kte  to  inffist  in  .such  a  ground  of  contention. 
Even  in  the  case  of  murder  the  venue  has  beendaanged  in  the  same 
way  Bgaim  and  again.  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  does  this  hf  its 
«wn  inherent  power.    lit  is  vam  {or  you  to  go  on  aiding  this  case.] 

JtilwQiFd,  for  the  defendant  in  -erner,  was  not  •oailed  upon. 

Lords  Cbanwobth,  Wsnsleydalk,  and  CHEiiMfiFOiU)  conourved. 

Per  CuEiAM J, —  Judgment  &ar  the  idefendant  in  error. 
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BACKHOUSE  v.  BONOMI.    June  27.(a) 

A.  ii  the  owner  of  a  honiei  and  B.  is  the  owner  of  a  mine  under  it,  and  in  working  tke  niae 
leaves  insnffleient  support  to  the  house.  The  house  is  not  damaged  until  some  time  aHcr  tte 
workings  have  ceased : 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Ez.  Ch.),  that  A.  can  bring  an  aetioa  at  any  time  witkia 
six  years  after  the  misehief  happened,  and  is  not  bound  to  bring  it  within  six  years  after  the 
work  was  done  which  originally  led  to  the  mischief. 

Error  on  a  judgment  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber,  E.  B.  k  E. 

The  plaintiffs  in  the  case  complained  of  damage  done  to  houses  and 
buildings  in  the  occupation  of  a  person  who  held  them  as  their  tenant, 
by  the. improper  working  of  coal-mines  near  to  such  houses  and  build- 
ings without  leaving  any  proper  support  to  their  workings. 

The  plaintiffs,  in  their  aeclaration,  after  stating  that  the  reversion 
of  the  premises  belonged  to  them,  alleged  that  they  were  entitled  to 
have  the  messuages  and  buildings  supported  by  the  mines,  earth  and 
soil  under-ground,  contiguous  and  near  to  and  under  them. 

The  defendant  pleaded  not  guilty,  and  two  traverses  upon  which 
no  question  was  made;  and  fourthly,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not 
entitled  to  have  their  messuages  and  buildings  supported  by  tho 
mines,  &c.,  as  alleged;  and  fifthly,  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

It  appeared  by  the  award  of  the  arbitrator,  to  whom  the  case  was 
referred  to  find  the  facts,  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  the 
surface  upon  which  the  buildings  had  been  erected  more  than  forty 
years  before  the  injuries  complained  of,  but  that  the  mines  and 
minerals  under  the  plaintiff''s  land  and  buildings  belonged  to  other 
persons  under  whom  the  defendant  claimed.  The  defendant  and 
others  with  whom  he  was  associated  worked  at  the  coal  under  the 
plaintiff^'s  land  and  also  under  the  adjoining  lands;  and  in  the  year 
1848  they  purchased  and  worked  the  coal  under  the  land  of  Daniel 
Simpson,  and  in  1849  removed  the  pillars  which  had  been  left  in  that 
land,  and  in  1850  the  roof  and  superincumbent  soil  fell  in  and  formed 
what  is  called  a  thrust.  Simpson's  land,  where  the  roof  fell  in,  is  280 
yards  from  the  plaintifl&'  premises.  The  previous  workings  of  the 
defendant  had  caused  no  damage  whatever  to  the  plaintiffs*  premises, 
but  the  effect  of  the  thrust  occasioned  by  the  defendant's  removal  of 
the  pillars  in  Simpson's  land  in  1849  was  gradually  to  dislocate  and 
throw  down  the  pillars  in  the  neighbouring  workings,  until  in  1854 
the  plaintiffs'  land  and  houses  were  injuriously  afiTected  by  the  subsi- 
dence of  the  surface. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  question  was,  from  what  period  the 
statute  should  run — whether  from  the  accruings  of  the  aamage  in 
1854  or  from  the  more  remote  cause  in  1849 ;  the  arbitrator  having 
found  that  the  ''thrust"  then  caused  by  the  defendant's  taking  away 
the  pillars  under  Simpson's  land  was  the  sole  cause  of  the  damage  to 
the  plaintiff's  premises. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  differed  in  opinion,  Wightman,  J., 
being  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff*,  and  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J.,  Erie  and 
Coleridge,  for  the  defenaant. 

The  Exchequer  Chamber  unanimously  reversed  the  judgment  of 
the  Queen's  Bench. 

(a)  7  Law  Times,  K.  S.  754 ;  7  Jarist,  N.  S.  809. 
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Sir  F.  Kelly,  Q.  C,  Bovill,  Q.  C,  and  Phipson,  for  the  plaintiff  in ' 
error,  contended  that  the  cause  of  action  arose  when  the  defendant' 
removed  the  coal  in  his  own  land,  which  formed  part  of  the  necessary ' 
support  of  the  plaintiff *s  soil,  and  that  no  new  cause  of  action  arose 
from    the   actual  damage  which   subsequently  occurred  from  such' 
removal;  that  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  below  was  to  have  their  soil 
and  the  buildings  upon  it  supported  by  the  contiguous  land  and  strata 
of  coal  of  the  defendant  below,  and  the  interference  with  that  right' 
was  the  cause  of  action  of  the  plaintiffs  below.    In  an  action  at  law' 
brought  for  such  interference,  the  plaintiffs  below  would  have  been; 
entitled  to  recover  without  proof  of  any  actual  damage,   if  they] 
established  that  they  had  a  right  to  have  their  land  and  houses  sup- ' 
ported  by  the  land  and  strata  of  coal  of  the  defendant  below,  and  such ' 
right  had  been  injured  by  the  removal  of  such  land  and  strata,  and' 
they  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  prospective  damages  for 
any  loss  which  they  could  have  shown  would  arise,  or  might  reason- 
ably be  expected  to  arise,  from  such  injury:  Nicklin  v.  Williams,  10* 
Exch.  267 ;  Mellor  v.  Speckman,  1  Saund.  846 ;  Feller  v.  Beal,  1  Ld. 
Rayra.  830;  Humphries  v.  Brogden,  12  Q.  B.  744;  Roberts  v.  Bead,- 
16  East  215. 

Manisty,  Q.  C,  and  Davison,  for  the  defendant  in  error. 
The  Lord  Chancellor  (Wkstbury). — My  Lords,  this  case  has 
been   rendered  of  great  importance  by   reason  of  a  difference  of' 
opinion  which  existed  between  the  majority  of  the  learned  Judges  in ' 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  the  Judges  sitting  in  the  Court  of 
Error,   the  Exchequer  Chamber.    Your  Lordships  have  thereforie 
deemed  it  right  to  hear  the  case  at  length,  and  I  will  now  submit  to 
your  Lordships  the  following  question  as  fit  to  be  proposed  for  the 
opinion  of  the  learned  Judges  who  are  in  attendance  to-day,  namely:* 
"A.  B.  is  the  owner  of  a  house,  C.  D.  is  the  owner  of  a  mine  under' 
the  house,  and  under  the  surrounding  land.    C.  D.  works  the  mine,  • 
and  in  so  doing  leaves  insufficient  support  to  the  house.     The  house 
is  not  damaged,  nor  is  the  enjoyment  of  it  prejudiced  until  some  time 
after  the  workings  have  ceased.     Can  A.  B.  bring  an  action  at  any- 
time within  six  years  after  the  mischief  happened ;  or  must  he  bring'- 
it  within  six  years  after  the  workings  rendered  the  support  insuffi-* 
cient?" 

Lord  Brougham. — ^My  Lords,  I  entirely  agree  that  this  questioa 
be  put  to  the  learned  Judges.  '• 

The  learned  Judges  (Pollock,  C.  B.,  Wightman,  Williams.  Byles, ' 
and  Blackburn,  Js.)  retired,  and  after  a  short  time  returned  into  the 
House. 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron. — My  Lords,  I  am  desired  by  my  learned' 
brothers  to  deliver  our  unanimous  opinion  in  reply  to  your  Lordships' 
question.    We  are  all  of  opinion  that  A.  B.  may  bring  an  action  at^ 
any  time  within  six  years  after  the  mischief  done,  and  we  are  of  that 
opinion  for  the  reasons  given  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer Chamber. 

The  Lord  Chancellor. — My  Lords,  we  are  much  indebted  to  the 
learned  Judges  for  giving  an  immediate  answer  to  the  questior  ;  and 
I  think  your  Lordships  will  agree  with  me,  that  no  important  doubt 
can  be  entertained  upon  the  answer  that  ought  to  be  givec  to  the 
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question.  I  think  it  is  abundantly  .clear,  both  up<m  principle  and 
upon  authority,  that  when  the  enjoyment  of  the  house  is  interfere 
with  by  the  actual  occurrence  of  the  mischief,  the  cause  of  action 
then  arises,  and  that  the  action  may  then  be  maintained.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  refer  to  the  authorities  that  have  been  cited  in  the  argument. 
I  will  only  take  the  opportunity  of  observing  that,  with  regard  to  the 
case  of  Nicklin  v.  Williams,  the  decision  of  that  case  is,  I  think, 
beyond  all  question.  Some  of  the  dicta  which  occur  in  that  case,  and 
w;hich  have  been  relied  upon  by  the  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
a^  certainly  not  necessary  for  the  decision  that  was  there  pronounced ; 
but  without  going  into  the  consideration  of  those  dicta,  I  think  that, 
for  the  reasons  that  were  given  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber, 
the  judgment  there  pronounced  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  that  this 
writ  of  error  ought  to  be.dismissed. 

LoBB  Broughah. — ^My  Lords,  I  entirely  agree  with  my  noble  i^d 
learned  friend  that  the  judgment  ought  to  be  for  the  aefendant  in 
error. 

LoBD  Cbanwobth. — My  Lords,  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think 
the  error  in  the  view  whicn  has  been  taken  in  certain  quarters  upon 
this  subject  is  this: — ^It  was  supposed  that  the  party  whose  land  was 
interfered  with  had  a  right  to  what  is  called  the  pillars  or  the  support. 
JxL  truth,  his  right  was  to  the  ordinary  enjoyment  of  his  land,  ana  till 
that  ordinary  enjoyment  was  interfered  with  he  had  nothing  to  com- 
jijBLm  of.  That  seems  to  be  the  principle  upon  which  the  case  ought 
to  be  disposed  of,  and  it  appe^s  to  me  very  analogous  to  this  sort  of 
case: — Suppose  a  .slander  to  be  uttered  which  is  not  actionable  in 
itself,  but  under  which  special  damage  may  arise,  and  does  arise  to 
somebody  afterwards;  from  what  date  is  the  person  complaining  of 
that  special  damage  to  be  limited  according  to  the  Statute  of  Limita- 
tions 7  Clearly  not  firom  the  uttering  of  the  slanderous  words  them- 
selves, because  ex  bypothesi  they  were  innocent  in  themselves,  and  it 
WAS  only  when  the  subsequent  damage  occurred  that  the  action  would 
arise.  It  appears  to  me  that  furiiishes  a  sort  of  analogy  to  this  case ; 
I  will  only  therefore  say  that,  both  on  the  ground  stated  by  my  noble 
and  learned  friei^d  on  the  woolsack,  and  on  those  expressed  by  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  I  entirely  agree  in  the  opinion  that  the 
judgment  below  should  be  af&rmed. 

LoBD  WsNSLBYDAiijB. — My  Lords,  I  entirdly  concur  in  the  opinion 
that  has  been  delivered  by  the  learned  Judges.  I  think  it  perfec^j 
elear  that  the  right  in  this  c^  was  not  in  the  nature  of  an  easement, 
Vujfc  that  the  right  was  to  the  enjoyment  of  his  own  property,  and  thjBijjt 
the  obligation  was  cast  upon  the  owner  of  the  neighbouring  property 
niOi  to  interrupt  that  enjoyment. 

tiOBD  ChsLiisf.obd. — ^My  Lord^i  I  entirely  agree  with  my  no))lo 
a^  learned  friends,  aAd  I  can  add  nothing  to  what  they  have  said. 

Jfidgment  q£  Exchequer  Cha^W  ^rmed,  witih  costs. 


IN  THE  «UEEirS  BEN05. 
JONSS  V.  aMOiMA&(«) 

la  1857  defendant  wh  enthlad  to  5002.  uSth  intereet»  eharged  on  WhUeaere/belongtof  ^  A^ 
•ad  it  WH  Torbally  amnged  that  defbndaat  ihoald  4«nt  Bladuon  from  A.  and  dednot  thf 
latmat  of  the  MOJ.  .fron  the..fff(t  iIp  ;l^  ^  eoyiTiued  the  fovefwion  f»f  Blaekaofo  to  tho 
plaintiffs 

Held,  that  defendant  wai  a  mere  tenant  of  jBUokaere>  and  that  j>laintiff  eonld  determine  Di# 
tenaaoy  by  notiee  meielj,  aa^  reeorer  poeieifioi|. 

Field  movad  for  a  fMX>liibiiiaii  to  .tihe  judge  xvf  ^he  U^n^eilojiEuivir 
County  Court,  Carma]i;hepshij»i  tp  resti^^iii  him  from  proceeding  fxtX" 
tber  in  this  plaint,  on  tba  ground  of  wwt  of  jmiBdiction. 

This  was  a  plaint  tp  leooyer  th9  possession  of  a  tenement,  under 
the  9  4c  10  y  ict.  c.  85,  s.  122. 

In  1857  the  defendant  was  ^ipt^ji^led  to  5002L,  wihich,  with  interest, 
was  eharged  ;Qn  certain  landed  propaqty  belonffing  to  one  Griffith 
9owen  Jones,  and  it  was  then  yerbs^Uy  arranged  between  them  th^jt 
the  defendant  should  take  other  land  belonging  to  Griffith  Bo^^sa 
Jones  at  a  certain  rent,  .and  that  he  sfaoMld  deduct  from  that  rent  th^ 
interest  payable  in  respect  of  the  said  charge  of  5002.  In  1858  Griffith 
Bowen  Jones  conveyed  the  revarsion  of  the  last-mentioned  land  to 
the  plaintiff  and  thedefesidant  refusing  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  the 
rent  to  the  plaintifiT,  and  always  stopping  the  interest  due  in  respect 
of  the  charge  of  SOiOL,  the  plaintiff  aiatrained,  but  did  not  go  o^  with 
the  distress.  The  plaintiff  afterwards  gave  .defendant  notice  to  quit, 
and  issued  the  present  plaint  in  the  County  Court. 

JFKeld. — A  question  of  title  is  involved.  The  plaintiff  contends  that 
the  arrangement  of  1857  was  to  continue  until  the  charge  of  500{. 
was  paid  off,  and  that  he  has  a  good  title  in  equity  as  a  mortgagee  in 
re^>ect  of  the  interest :  Kerkin  v.  Kerkip,  Z  E.  ip  B.  .899.  Secondly, 
the  relation  of  landlo^  .and  tenant  did  not  exist  between  plaintW 
^nd  defendant.    It  was  an  interest  of  a  4iffci3^ent  nature* 

Per  CuRLUi. — The  defendant  fsfixa^oi  e/ei  up  this  verbal  agree- 
ment as  an  answer  to  the  plaintiff  !a  title.  TJhe  defendant  was  a  meD9 
tenant,  and  hi^  tenancy  was  determip^bl^  by  nptiioe  to  quit. 

Aule  refused. 

(0)  4  I*.  T.,  V.  S.  210. 


BEGINA  t;.  The  INHABITANTS  OF  A^GHTON^a)    May  1. 

A  widoF  whoee  padeh  o#  ^fet^emaa^  w/|i  l||gh^B,  >nt  who  jrae  Uj^^wMn  flron  L^di  kf  a 
twB  y^an'ieaidenv,  had  three  children,  an^  being  nn«ble  to  maintain  them,  the  Leeds  hoaif 
of  goardlane  made  ^  order  for  the  admlition  of  eneh  tliree  ehildren  into  the  workhonie.  A  few 
weoke  afterwarda  the  OTerseen  of  Leedf  obtained  an  order  for  the  removal  of  theie  ehildren  to 
awghton.  The  otd«tt  of  the  iKHWd  oi  gifr^iaiie  ^  aendi^  thapn  to  .theworhhonie  wfe  their 
SfBOTal  to  :th^  ylaee  jof  ■•t^eme»t,  Th/if  wme  fm^  «lUr*  «>^  .^«  eo^eent  of  Jtheir  .mothni^ 
bat  Ae  WH  .not  infonii^d  that  jthil  ite^>  of  aeparMing  l^r  qjiildren  /rom  her  woold  be  the^ 
rvBaval  to  Anc hton.  |^^  of  the  ehildren  at  ^  time  of  the  order  of  choral  waa  under  ^vea 
jaare  of  age : 

Sold,  Ahat.ander  the  eiwwiitaneti  tho««p#rpliMinflh^  ahildiep^^oM  tli««oiMrwM  stali 
wfcm  h^tJif^^^m^  order  ft  nm^wft  wm*M< 

;i^ld^,|hat  ^Ahe^ldxan  wj^  irUWn  ji^  aff  of  pmxif^JSfip  iMth^  oowM  »P»  n]f$9l$ 
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This  was  a  case  stated  by  the  Recorder  of  Leeds,  upon  an  appeal 
against  an  order  of  removal  of  Sarah  Lambert,  aged  six  years,  and 
of  Ann  Lambert  and  Emily  Lambert  (twins),  aged  four  years,  from 
the  township  of  Leeds  to  the  township  of  Aughton.  The  order  was 
confirmed  with  costs,  subject  to  a  case  which  was  stated  as  follows: — 

The  paupers  are  the  legitimate  children  of  Mary  Lambert,  the  widow 
of  Edward  Lambert,  by  the  said  Edward  Lambert,  who  died  in  June, 
1855,  at  Leeds,  being  then  settled  in  the  township  of  Aughton,  in  which 
township  the  said  Mary  Lambert,  the  mother  of  the  three  paupers,  and 
the  said  pauper  children  were  also  all  settled  derivatively  from  the  said 
Edward  Lambert.  Mary  Lambert,  the  mother  of  the  paupers,  went  to 
reside  at  the  township  of  Leeds  with  her  said  husband  about  seventeen 
vears  ago ;  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  in  June,  1855,  she  was  irremova- 
ble from  the  said  township  under  the  provisions  of  the  9  &  10  Vict  c 
66,  by  reason  of  having  resided  with  her  said  husband  more  than  five 
years  in  the  said  township.  Immediately  after  the  death  of  her  said 
husband,  the  said  Mary  Lambert  applied  to  the  overseers  of  the  said 
township  of  Leeds  for  relief,  and  from  that  time,  for  nearly  four  years, 
orders  were  given  by  the  board  erf  guardians  for  out-of-door  relief, 
such  orders  being  for  limited  times  respectively,  and  renewed  from 
time  to  time  until  April,  1859.  and  such  relief  was  received  by  Mary 
Lambert  for  her  children  under  the  said  orders.  The  children  all 
resided  with  their  mother  the  said  Mary  Lambert,  in  the  said  town- 
ship of  Leeds,  who,  with  the  out-door  relief  given  to  her,  supported 
herself  and  her  said  children  by  her  labour,  and  who  attenaed  pro- 
perly as  a  mother  to  her  said  children,  sending  the  eldest  to  the  na- 
tional school  at  Leeds  when  she  could.  In  April,  1859,  the  last  order 
for  out-door  relief  to  the  said  Mary  Lambert  and  her  children  expired. 
Being  unable  to  maintain  her  said  children,  the  mother  of  the  pauper 
again  applied  for  relief  to  the  board  of  guardians  a  few  days  after, 
and  received  an  order  for  the  admission  of  her  children  into  the 
workhouse.  Her  three  children  were  admitted  into  the  workhouse 
of  the  said  township  of  Leeds  with  the  consent  of  their  mother,  but 
she  was  not  informed  that  the  result  of  separating  her  children  from 
her  would  be  their  removal  to  Aughton,  the  township  of  their  settle- 
ment, nor  was  her  consent  to  such  removal  asked.  The  ultimate, 
object  on  the  part  of  the  board  of  guardians  of  their  being  taken  into 
the  workhouse,  was  their  removal  to  their  place  of  settlement.  The 
paupers  were  in  the  workhouse  six  or  seven  weeks  before  the  order 
for  their  removal  to  Aughton,  the  township  of  their  settlement,  was 
made  by  two  magistrates  for  the  borough  of  Leeds,  on  the  14th  May, 
1859,  which  is  the  order  now  in  question,  and  the  recorder  found  that 
the  order  of  removal  was  taken  out  by  the. overseers  of  Leeds,  with- 
out fraud,  unless  the  above  facts  necessarily  of  themselves  constitute 
fraud.  The  mother  of  the  paupers,  being  irremovable,  still  resides 
in  the  township  of  Leeds,  and  supports  herself  by  her  industry.  The 
three  children  ordered  to  be  removed  to  Aughton,  the  place  of  their 
settlement,  are  all  under  the  age  of  seven  years.  It  was  contended, 
on  the  part  of  the  said  appellants,  first,  that  as  the  mother  of  the 
paupers  might  not  lawfully  be  removed  from  the  respondents'  town<> 
ship  by  reason  of  her  status  of  irremovability,  the  warrant  for  the 
removal  of  her  said  three  children  could  not  lawfully  be  granted;  and 
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contrary  to  the  8d  section  of  the  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66,  and  that  the 
order  was  therefore  bad ;  secondly,  it  was  contended,  that  under  the 
II  k  12  Yict  c.  111,  reciting  and  amending  the  9  &  10  Yict.  c.  66, 
&  1,  the  mother  of  the  said  paupers  being  irremovable  by  reason  of 
the  provisions  of  the  said  last-mentioned  statute,  the  said  paupers 
could  not  lawfully  be  removed  from  the  said  township  of  Leeas,  from 
which  their  mother  was  irremovable,  and  that  the  order  was  there- 
fore bad ;  and  thirdly,  it  was  eontended  that  the  said  paupers  being 
all  three  within  the  age  of  nurture,  were  irremovable  without  the 
mother  at  common  law,  and  that  as  the  mother  could  not  by  law  be 
removed,  the  order  for  the  removal  of  her  infant  children  without  her 
was  therefore  bad.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  under 
these  circumstances,  the  three  pauper  children  were  removable  to  the 
township  of  their  settlement  without  their  mother,  then  the  order 
aforesaid  shall  stand  confirmed.  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion 
that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  three  pauper  children  were  irre- 
movable to  the  township  of  their  settlement  without  their  mother, 
then  the  order  of  removal,  and  the  order  of  Sessions  confirming  the 
same,  to  be  quashed." 

By  sect.  3  of  the  9  &  10  Yict.  c.  66,  it  is  enacted,  that  "  no  child 
under  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  whether  legitimate  or  illegitimate 
residing  in  any  parish  with  his  or  her  father  or  mother,  stepfather  or 
stepmother,  or  reputed  father,  shall  be  removed,  nor  shall  any  war- 
rant be  granted  for  the  removal  of  such  child  from  such  parish.,  in 
any  case  where  such  father,  mother,  stepfather,  stepmother,  or  reputed 
fiither  may  not  lawfully  be  removed  from  such  parish ;"  and  by  sect. 
1  of  the  11  &  12  Yict.  c.  Ill,  it  is  enacted,  "that  whenever  any  per- 
son should  have  a  wife  or  children  having  no  other  settlement  than  his 
or  her  own,  such  wife  and  children  should  be  removable  from  any 
parish  or  place  from  which  he  or  she  would  be  removable  notwith- 
standing any  provisions  of  the  said  recited  Act,  and  should  not  be 
removable  from  any  parish  or  place  from  which  he  or  she  would  not 
be  removable  by  reason  of  any  provision  in  the  said  recited  Act." 

MauU  appeared  in  support  of  the  order  of  Sessions,  and  argued 
that,  as  the  children  were  not,  at  the  time  of  the  order  of  removal, 
residing  with  their  mother,  but  were  actually  in  the  workhouse,  the 
8d  sect,  of  the  9  &  10  Yict.  does  not  apply,  and  that  they  were  rightly 
removed  to  their  place  of  settlement :  Rex  v.  Combs,  25  L.  J.  59, 
M.  C. ;  5  E.  k  B.  892.  [Blackburn,  J. — The  Judges  in  that  case 
put  it  upon  the  footing  that  the  child  had  been  abandoned.  Cromp- 
TON,  J. — What  is  the  use  of  the  3d  section  of  the  9  &  10  Yict.  c.  66, 
if  this  course  is  correct?  It  would,  in  fact,  be  to  repeal  that  section.] 
They  cannot  effect  a  separation  if  the  mother  and  children  are  toge- 
tiier.  Here  the  removal  to  the  workhouse  was  with  the  consent  of 
the  mother.  [CocKBURN,  C.  J. — It  was  a  fraud  upon  her,  and,  I  think, 
a  very  scandalous  one.  She  was  not  aware  of  the  object  of  removing 
her  children  to  the  workhouse.  The  overseers  took  them  there  nc^t 
to  relieve  them,  but  to  send  them  away.  She  was  kept  in  ignorance 
of  their  intention.]  But  there  was  a  separation  in  fact.  [Cocxburn, 
C.J. — But  is  this  such  a  separation  as  we  ought  to  countenance? 
The  mother  finds  she  cannot  maintain  her  children,  and  the  overseers 
say  they  will  take  them  into  the  workhouse.    She  thinks  that  there 
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die  wiU  be  enabled  to  see  them,  and  ooosents,  and  thej  take  tbena 
•way  aoooidingly.  Jf  they  had  aaid  to  her,  "  We  mil  wee  them  m 
order  to  send  them  to  their  plaee  of  aettlexnent,"  and  she  ;had  them 
assented,  thait  may  have  been  within  ibe  oaae  of  Begina  t;.  Combs.] 
Keither  assent  nor  dissent  is  found  in  the  case.  [Cockbubn,  G.  J. — 
But  she  does  not  assent.  If  they  iook  away  the  children  wiihoot 
telling  her  they  intended  to  send  them  away,  it  was  a  fraud  upon  her. j 
They  were  bound  to  taike  them  to  the  workbosise.  [Blackburn,  J-— 
But  as  these  ohildren  were  within  the  age  of  nurture,  Begina  v.  Bir- 
mingham, 5  Q.  B.  210  (£.  C.  L.  B.  voL  48),  ishows  that  she  oould  mat 
consent  to  their  separation.    It  is  the  right  of  the  ehildren.] 

Overmd,  Q.  C,  and  T.  C.  Foster,  were  not  called  x^n. 

Per  OuBUK.^r^The  orders  murt  be  quadxed-       Orders  quashed. 


HICKMAN  V.  ISAAGS.<a)    May  2. 

Uting  preniioi  for  dopoiiting  Urge  qnantitlet  of  laoifar  matohof,  wber«bjr  the  prenuMt 
rendered  lo  dangaroiu  m  to  be  aniaattrable  agaiMt  fire, -if  not  a  breacb  of  a  ooveaaot  B«t  to 
9$nj  oa  taj  aoUome  or  offeatiTe  trtde,  the  weed  "dMigvoat"  not  being  in  the  eeveaant. 

EJSCTifKNT  to  recover  possession  .of  a  house  and  premises  in  the 
parish  of  Christ  Chorch,  Spitalfields,  on  the  ground  of  the  forfeiture 
of  the  lease. 

At  the  trial  before  Wightman,  J.,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
held  the  house  and  premises  under  a  lease,  which  contained  a  coTe- 
nant  not  to  carry  on,  or  permit  to  be  carried  on,  "  any  noisome  or 
offensive"  trade  or  business ;  and  that  he  used  part  of  the  premises 
fpr  depositing  large  quantities  of  lucifer  matches.  The  matches  were 
manufactured  elsewhere,  but  the  depositing  of  them  on  the  premises 
had  rendered  them  so  dajigerous  that  no  insurance  against  fire  oould 
be  effected.  The  learned  judge  ruled  that,  although  the  depositing 
of  lucifer  matches  was  carrying  on  a  dangerous  business  upon  tlie 
premises,  yet  it  was  not  a  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to  carry  on  4h 
poisome  or  offensive  business,  and  nonsuited  the  plaintiflEl 

M'  Ohambera  applied  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit  on  this  ground. — Ybo 
p(N[nt  is,  whether  the  carrying  on  a  business  so  dangerous  as  ware- 
housing Juqifer  matches  is  not  a  breach  of  a  covenant  not  to  carry  oo 
any  noisome  or  offensive  business. 

CocKBU^ftN,  C.  J. — Does  the  covenant  use  the  word  ''dangerous'*  mm 
well  as  the  words  "  noisome  or  offensive  7" 

(7Aam6crd.— No. 

GocKBU^N,  p.  J. — ^Then  ^ou  cannot  make  Anything  of  your  point. 

Rule  refused  on  this  ground. 

There  was  another  grpund  upon  the  covenant  to  insure,  upon  which 
It  ru,le  ni3i  waa  gcaoteg.. 


Ai>jfmmMM(tmm.  vn 


BAIL  cotfKT: 

V.  THK  EASTfiSN  COtmiJlIlS  RAILWAY 
COMPANYj(a)    Mdyi6. 


JtcifcMy  irtMieUet'.^-^Bf^^aii^^^Iivduetim  of  tkkd  on  reqlu^,^AnHual  titkd.-^Coti^ 

vieiwn. 

Th«  by4«wr  of  the  'Amtuik'iUnAiAw  RftUwi^  Oompt^y  protidt  tkat "  eieh  piMietfgttr  booking 
hisrp|a«« will b« foiniflied with  » tidiM whieh h«U  to  ibow uid dolivor  ii|» when  required  to- th<i 
gmrd'in  ehaiige  of  the  train^  or  to  eny  offieer  or  aerrant  of  the  said  company  authorized  to 
itfMpedV  or  oolleot- tickets.  Sach  passenger  not  prodaoing  or  deliTerini^  ap  his  doket  when 
required  is  herebj^abjected  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  40t."  The  said  eompanj  granted  annual 
tidwts  fbrpasiengers  op  and  down  their  line,  which  ticket  expressed  that  U  was  to  he  exhibited 
wbe»  required,  and  the  holder  was  required  to  sign-  »  memorandum  in  which  it  was  prorided 
thai  he  would  "  abide  by  and  conform  to  the  company's  present  and  future  by-laws,"  and  also 
that  he^  would  produce  his  ticket  on  entering  the  company's  carriages,  or  whencTer  required  by 
tihe  eompny'r  semuits,  ''or  iii  deihult  thereof  pay  the' ordinary  fare :" 

HUd,  Uiat  a  passeager  who  hud  an  anttuiil  tibketwarstobjeot  to  the  aboTC  by-law;  and  thaih* 
inwuiud  the  p^naily  of  40a  fov  lufMa^  to  ptodwM-his  tkkefe  when  requiwd  by  the  compsay's 


Th&wm  i^  case'  stated  by  judtic^  under  the  20  &-21  yict/c;4S> 
for  the  opinion  of  this  Court,  as  follows : — - 

At  a-  petty  ses&ions  held  for  the  di^siond'  of  the  Half-hundred  of 
Beacontree,  in  the  county  of  Eseex,  at  Little  lliPord;  before  us,  the 
midefsigned  and  others,  her  Majesty's-  justiees  of  the  peaee;  aotinj^  in 
sAd  for  tfae^said  county,  on  the  16th  February,  1861,  Edward  Wood- 
«f  d,  of  BiUericay ,  in  the  sa[id  county  of  Essex,  and  of  106,  Fenchurch 
sTreet,  in  the  city  of  Londbtl,  solicitor,  appeared  to  answer' an  informs* 
tion  laid  against  him  al  the  instance  of  the  Eastern  Oouttties  Railway 
Company,  for  having,  on  the  4th  February,  1861,  at  Stratford,  in  the 
parish  of  We8(&am>  in  the  said  county,  refused  tb  show  his  ticket 
wlien  required  so  to  do  by  one  of  the  servants  of  the  siiid  Company 
duly  auf&oriased  ta  inspect  and  collect  tickets;  he,  the  said  Edwara 
Woodard,  being  then  and  there  a  paSjseng^r  on  the  said  Basteru 
Counties  Railway,  contrary  tb  the  by-laws  of  the  said  Company  in  that 
biAalf  duly  made  and  publishod  by  the  said  Company  pui<9uant  tb 
tile  several  Acts  of  Parliament  relating  6>  their  railways. 

Oh,  the  hearing  of  the  infermation'  it  was  proved  by  Charlfes  Prattj 
a  ticket  collector  of  the  Company,  that  the  defendant  was  a  palssenger 
from  Brontwood  by  a  train  to  London,  dlie  at  Stratford  at  o.4i6  a.  h. 
our  the  day  in  question^  and  that  on  the-  arrival  of  the  irain  at  Stra^ 
fovd  station,  where  the  passengers*  tickets:  are  collected,  he  requested 
^  defendant 'to  show  his  ticket;  which*  the  defendant  decliiied  to  do} 
attbe  same  time  dtating  that  he  did  not  intend  to  produce  his  ticket 
on  that  or  any  future  journey;  whereupon  Pratt  demand^-  the  defend^ 
aAl^B  fare,  which  the  defendant  refused  t»  pay:  l^he  wUffiess^  Prtttt; 
oo^  cross-examination,  staved  that  he  was  aware  the  defendant  was  the 
holder  of  an  annual  tieket,  entitling  Um  to  travel  upon  the  liiie  of 
TBilway  between  London  and  Brentwood,  and  it  was  admitted  by  the 
Company's  attorney  that  suefa  ticket  had  been  tiaken  oi:ft  and  paid  for 
1^  the  defendant,  and  would  notexpir^  until  the  9tb  May,  1861. 

The  by-laws  of  the  Company ^  under  theii^  corporate  seal,  and  th^ 
•ill  of  tfae  Commissioii<9rB>  of  Railways,  i^re^  put  •  in^  evidence,  attd 

(a>>4  ttm^'OmHfi  Jf.  Si  Mi* 
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their  publications  at  the  stations  of  the  Company  at  Stratford,  Bishops- 
gate,  and  Brentwood  duly  proved. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  by-laws  under  which  the  information 
was  laid  against  the  defendant : 

"  The  by-laws  of  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company. — ^Notii« 
is  hereby  given,  that  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company,  acting 
under  the  powers  and  provisions  contained  in  the  several  Acts  of  Par- 
liament relating  to  their  railways,  have  made  the  following  by-laws 
for  regulating  the  travelling  upon  and  the  use  of  their  railways  by 
travellers  and  passengers ;  which  by-laws  have  been  duly  allowed  and 
confirmed  as  by  law  is  required. 

"  1.  No  passenger  will  be  allowed  to  take  his  seat  in  or  upon  any 
of  the  Company's  carriages,  or  to  travel  therein  upon  the  said  rail- 
ways, without  first  having  booked  his  place  and  paia  his  fare. 

'*  Each  passenger  booking  his  place  will  be  furnished  with  a  ticket, 
which  he  is  to  show  and  deliver  up  when  required  to  the  guard  in 
charge  of  the  train,  or  to  any  officer  or  servant  of  the  said  company 
authorized  to  inspect  or  collect  tickets.  Each  passenger  not  producing 
or  delivering  up  his  ticket  when  required,  is  hereby  subjected  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  40^. 

"  2.  Every  person  attempting  to  defraud  the  Company  by  riding  in  or 
upon  a  carriage  of  higher  class  than  that  for  which  he  has  booked  his 
place  and  paid  his  fare,  is  hereby  subjected  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  40*. 

"  3.  Passengers  at  the  road  or  intermediate  stations  will  only  be 
booked  conditionally ;  that  is  to  say,  in  case  there  shall  be  room  in 
the  train  for  which  they  are  booked,  and  without  any  warranty  as  to 
the  time  of  arrival  and  departure  of  trains ;  and  in  case  there  shall 
not  be  room  in  the  train  for  all  passengers  booked,  those  booked  for 
the  longest  distance  shall  have  priority  according  to  the  order  in 
which  they  are  booked.  The  passengers  cannot  rebook  at  any  inter- 
mediate station  for  proceeding  by  the  same  train,  further  than  they 
were  originally  booked  to  proceed. 

''No  passenger  shall  be  permitted  to  ride  upon  the  roof,  steps,  or 
sideboard  of  any  carriage,  and  any  passenger  persisting  in  doing  so, 
after  being  warned  to  desist  by  the  guard  in  charge  of  the  train,  or 
any  officer  of  the  Company,  is  hereby  subjected  to  a  penalty  not  ex- 
ceeding 40«. 

"  6.  Smoking  is  strictly  prohibited  both  in  and  upon  the  carriages, 
and  in  the  Company's  stations.  Every  person  smoking  in  a  carriage 
or  elsewhere  upon  the  Company's  premises,  is  hereby  subjected  to  a 
penalty  not  exceeding  40«.,  and  every  person  persisting  in  smoking 
in  a  carriage  or  station,  after  being  warned  to  desist  by  any  officer  of 
the  Company,  shall,  in  addition  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  40s.,  be 
immediately,  or,  if  travelling,  at  the  first  opportunity,  remov^  by  the 
Company's  servants  from  the  Company's  carriages  and  premises,  and 
shall,  if  a  passenger,  forfeit  any  fare  he  may  have  paid. 
.  "6.  Any  person  found  in  the  Company's  carriages,  stations,  or 
premises  in  a  state  of  intoxication,  or  committing  any  nuisance,  or 
otherwise  wilfully  interfering  with  the  comfort  of  Qther  passenger^ 
ia  hereby  subjected  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  40^.,  and  shall  imme- 
diately, or,  if  travelling,  at  the  first  opportunity,  be  removed  by  the 
Company's  servants  from  the  Company's  carriages  and  premises,  and 
if  a  passenger  forfeit  any  fare  he  may  have  pai£ 


ADDITIONAL  GABES.  ,  979 


*'  7.  Any  person  catting,  tearing,  or  soiling  the  linings,  removing 
or  defacing  the  number  plates,  breaking,  scratching,  or  cracking  the 
windows,  or  otherwise  wilfully  damaging  or  injuring  any  of  the  Com- 
pany's carriages,  shall  forfeit  and  pay  a  sum  not  exceeding  61,  in 
addition  to  the  amount  of  damage  done. 

"  8.  No  person  will  be  allowed  to  get  into  or  upon  any  carriage, 
after,  or  to  quit  any  carriage  when,  the  train  of  which  it  forms  part 
has  been  put  on  or  is  in  motion,  and  every  person  doing  so  or  attempt- 
ing to  do  so  is  hereby  subjected  and  made  liable  to  a  penalty  not  ex- 
ceeding 409. 

''Given  under  the  common  seal  of  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway 
Company,  the  6th  day  of  April,  1850. 

(Signed)  "  J.  B.  Owen,  Secretary. 

[The  seal  of  the  Company.] 

''Allowed  by  the  Commissioners  of  Railways  this  15th  day  of 
April,  1850. 

(Signed)  "  Granville, 

"  Edward  Ryan. 
[The  seal  of  the  Commissioners  of  Railways.] 

"This  is  to  certify  that  the  foregoing  is  a  correct  copy  of  the  by- 
laws of  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company. 

"  J.  B.  Owen,  Secretary. 

"  10th  November,  1859. 

"Printed  at  the  Company's  Works,  Stratford." 

In  answer  to  the  information  the  defendant  produced  the  annual 
ticket  granted  to  him  by  the  Company  in  the  following  words : — 

"(No.  2170),  Eastern  Counties  Railway,  first-class  season  ticket, 
between  London  and  Brentwood,  not  transferrable.  Granted  to  Ed- 
ward Woodward,  Esq. 

"  Expires  9th  May,  1861." 

"  This  ticket  is  to  be  exhibited  when  required,  and  the  holder  of  it 
is  subjected  in  all  respects  to  the  regulations  as  regards  passengers." 

And  it  was  proved  that  when  the  ticket  was  granted  the  company 
required  the  defendant  to  sign,  and  he  did  sign  a  memorandum  in  the 
following  words : — 

"  London,  9th  May,  1860. 

"To  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company.  I  hereby  acknow- 
ledge the  receipt  of  ticket,  entitling  me  to  travel  by  all  Eastern  Conn- 
ties  trains,  in  a  first-class  carriage,  between  London  and  Brentwood, 
for  the  term  of  twelve  months  from  this  date,  in  consideration  of  my 
having  paid  2Sl  (deposit  10^.),  and  I  agree  that  I  have  received  sucn 
ticket  upon  condition,  that  in  the  event  of  the  loss  of  this  ticket,  that 
I  abide  oy  and  conform  to  the  Company's  present  and  future  by-laws, 
as  approved,  or  hereafter  to  be  approved,  by.  the  Commissioners  of 
Railways,  and  also  all  rules  and  regulations  as  regards  alterations  of 
trains  without  notice  or  liability  to  me,  security  against  improper  use 
of  such  tickets,  and  all  other  matters,  not  holding  the  Company 
answerable  for  any  stoppage,  hindrance,  change,  or  delay,  in  thd 
proper  starting  or  running  of  any  train,  arising  from  negligence, 
accident,  or  any  other  cause,  and  that  I  produce  the  said  ticket  on 
entering  the  Company's  carriages,  or  whenever,  required  by  the  Com^ 
paay's  servants,  or  in  default  thereof  pay  the  ordinary  &re,  and  tha^ 
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I  return  the  said  ticket  wlienevef  called  upon  to  do  so  hf  you;  for 
tlie  purpose  of  exchange  or'  removal,  and  I  agree  ttat  1  will  not 
transfer  or  part  with  such  ticket,  and  in  the  event  of  its  being  trails' 
ferred  or  parted  with,  or  used  by*  any  other  person,  or  in  the  event  of 
my  not  abiding  by  or  conforming  to  such  by-laws,  rules,  and  regula- 
tions as  aforesaid,  such  ticket  to  be  null  and  void,  and  all  my  rights 
thereunder  to  cease  and  determine,  and  I  a^ree  to  pay  the  usual  fares 
for  travelling  over  the  line  for  the  remainder  of  the  said  term,  as'  if 
such  ticket  had  never  been  granted  me,  and  I  agree  to  deliver  up 
such  ticket  or  other  changed  or  renewed  ticket  to  the  secretary  of  the 
Company,  on  the  9th  day  of  May,  1861,  or  on  demand  of  the  same 
shall  have  become  forfeited  as  before  itientioned. 

"(Name)  Edward  Woodabd. 

"(Address)  Billericay,  Essex." 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  the.  justices  halt 
no  juri>idiction  to  convict  him  in  a  penalty  under  the  Oompany^s  by* 
law,  inasmuch  as  the  annual  ticket  and  memorandum  formed  a  special 
contract  between  him  and  the  Compaiiy,  and  that  he  was  not  for  this 
reason  liable  to  be  dealt  with  in  a  summarv  manner  before  justices  aa 
a  passenger  booking  his  place  and  taking  a  ticket  for  a  specific  jour- 
ney, to  which  cases  alone  the  by-laws  applied ;  and  further,  that  if 
any  breach  of  the  contract  had  been  committed,  the  remedy  of  the 
Company  was  by  action  at  law  against  the  defendant,  and  not  bj 
information  before  justices  for  recovery  of  a  penalty,  or  forfeiture 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Railway  Acts.  The  justices  were  of 
opinion- that  the  Company^s  by-laws  extended  to  the  holders'of  annual 
tickets  as  well  as  to  passengers  booking  their  places  for'  return  oi^ 
single  journeys  only,  and  they  convicted  the  defendant  in  the  miti- 
gated penalty  of  10^.  and  costs  for  refusing  to  produce  his  ticket  to 
the  servant  of  the  Company  when  required  so  to  do. 

Keane  now  appeared  in  sup^rt  of  the  conviction,  and  argued  that 
(lie  appellant  came  within  the  operation  of  the  first  by-law,  for' that 
whether  he  had  a  ticket  for  the  single  jburney  or  an  annual  ticket,  h^ 
was^  equally  a  passenger,  and  it  was  equally  necessary  that  he  should 
be  placed  under  the  obligation  of  producing  his  ticket  when  required, 
an  obligation  whichi  by  his  express  contract,  he  has  admitted. 

T.  Ghitly,  for  the  appellant,  contended  that  the  by-law  was  framel 
obviously  to  meet  the  case  of  ordinary  d^ily  passengers  who  had  K 
ticket  given  them  for  each  journey  and  who  had  to  give  it  up;  and 
not  to  affect  annual  ticket-holders,  who,  by  their  contract,  stipulated 
that  in  de&ult-<tf  producing' their  tickets  they  would  pay  the  ordinary 
fare. 

Wlc^toUAN*.  J.— I  an^  of  opinion  that  the  decision  of  the  justicdil 
Was  right,  and  that  the  appellant  Was  liable  to  the  penalt^'imposed 
upon  him.  Here  he  has  an  annual  ticket,  and  whilst'  on  his  jpttrtfey 
to- tiondon,- the  railway  ofScilil  at  Stratford;  Where  the  train  stops  ain 
the  tickets  are  shown  and  collected,  r^uifes  hlni  to  produce  his  tickcC 
He  declined,  however,  to  db  so,  and  said  he  dtd  not  intisnd  to  prodti66 
it  then  or  at  any  other  time.  It'miay,  therefore,  be  taken  that,  in  fifaX^ 
He  hlhd  it  and  refused  to  p)>bduce  it;  so^thar  none  of  the  questioner  df 
hardslMp  which  hav6  lieen  urg^  ftrid^    I^iow  it  is  just  adimpbittttl 
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to  enforce  the  production  of  annual  as  of  ordinary  tickets ;  for,  unless 
the  railway  officer  knows  the  person,  he  may  be  told  that  he  has  an 
annual  ticKet  when  in  fact  he  has  not.  But  it  is  said,  however  that 
may  be,  he  is  not  within  the  terms  of  the  by-law.  Now  the  by-law 
is  this:  ''Each  passenger  booking  his  place  will  be  furnished  with 
a  ticket  which  he  is  to  show  and  deliver  up  when  required  to  the 
guard  in  charge  of  the  train,  or  to  any  officer  or  servant  of  the  said 
Company  authorized  to  inspect  or  collect  tickets.  Each  passenger 
not  producing  or  delivering  up  his  ticket  when  required,  is  hereby 
subjected  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  40^."  Now,  it  is  said,  he  has 
already  paid  his  fare,  and  he  has  not  to  deliver  his  ticket  up.  But  he 
is  furnished  with  an  annual  ticket  instead  of  daily  ones,  and  he  may 
be  required  to  show  it  without  giving  it  up.  There  is,  therefore,  a 
distinction  between  producing  and  delivering  up.  Here  he  does  not 
produce  it  when  called  upon  to  do  so.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore, 
that  he  does  come  within  the  meaning  of  the  by-law.  But,  it  is  said, 
there  is  a  distinction  arising  upon  the  contract.  The  ticket  itself  says 
Httle  except  that  "  this  ticket  is  to  be  exhibited  when  required,  and 
the  holder  of  it  is  subjected  in  all  respects  to  the  regulations  as 
regards  passengers."  It  is  said  there  is  a  distinction  between  by-laws 
and  regulations,  and  that  there  are  regulations  distinct  from  the  by- 
laws. But  I  think  from  their  very  terms  that  the  by-laws  do  form 
regulations.  Now  the  ticket  is  granted  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  to 
be  produced  when  required.  It  is  said,  however,  that  the  contract  be 
entered  into  excludes  this  by-law,  for  it  says  that  in  default  of  pro- 
ducing the  ticket  he  will  pay  the  ordinary  fare.  If  he  had  paid  the 
fare  when  demanded  he  woidd  so  far  have  complied  with  this  pro- 
vision, but  he  did  not  do  so.  It  seems  to  me  there  is  no  comparison 
between  the  inconvenience  of  requiring  the  holders  of  annual  tickets 
to  produce  them,  and  their  being  at  liberty  not  to  produce  them.  I 
don^t  suggest  that  the  appellant  intended  any  fraua — he  has  merely 
raised  a  question  of  right.  Still  it  seems  to  me  that,  under  the  by- 
law and  the  contract,  he  was  bound  to  produce  his  ticket,  and  that  by 
not  producing  it  he  incurred  the  penalty,  and  that  the  justices  were 
justified  in  convicting.  Conviction  affirmed. 


QUEEN'S  BENCH. 

FIRTH  V.  BROOKS.    May  10.(o) 

On  Fridaj,  at  nine  o'clock  p.  x.,  defendaDt'i  son  oalled  at  the  raiidenoo  of  plaintiffi*  salesman, 
Sre  miles  from  Blackburn,  and  paid  him  a  cheek  on  a  LiTerpool  bank.  The  salesman  was  ill  al 
the  time,  bni  on  the  following  Monday  he  handed  the  oheok  to  the  plaintiffs  at  their  place  of 
hnsiaess  at  Blaekbnrn,  and  it  was  sent  off  the  same  day  by  the  plaintiffs  to  their  agents  at  LiTer- 
pool, and  on  Tuesday  morning  it  was  presented  and  payment  refhsed : 

Held,  that  there  was  no  nnreasonablo  loss  of  time  on  the  plaintiffs'  part  in  presenting  the  cheek 
for  payment 

The  plainti£&  in  this  action  are  cotton-spinners  at  Blackburn,  in 
the  county  of  Lancaster,  and  the  defendant  is  a  cotton  manufacturer 
at  Enfield,  in  the  same  county.  The  defendant  resides  at  Blackburn, 
and  his  business  of  a  cotton  manufiEtcturer  is  managed  by  his  sou.  The 

(a)  4  Urn  TiMM,  K.  &  467. 
B.  4  8.,  VOL.  I. — 85 
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real  issue  between  the  parties  was,  whether  or  not  a  check  for  260^. 
which  was  given  by  the  defendant's  son  to  the  plaintiffs'  salesman  on 
the  28th  September  last,  was  a  valid  payment.  On  Friday  the  28th 
September,  at  nine  o'clock,  Mr.  Brooks,  Jr.,  called  on  Mr.  Kershaw, 
the  plaintiff'  salesman,  at  his  residence  at  Accrington,  five  miles  from 
Blackburn.  He  told  him  he  had  called  to  settle  the  account,  and  he 
gave  Mr.  Kershaw  a  check  for  260Z.  on  the  Royal  Bank  of  Liverpool, 
and  cash  for  the  remainder  of  the  account,  and  Mr.  Kershaw,  who 
was  very  unwell,  thereupon  settled  the  account.  Mr.  Kershaw's  ill- 
ness increased,  and  he  was  unable  to  rise  from  bed  before  one  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon  of  Saturday,  and  he  did  not  leave  the  house  during 
that  or  the  following  day.  On  the  Monday  following  he  went  to 
Blackburn  and  paid  his  employers  the  check  and  money  he  had  re- 
ceived from  Mr.  Brooks.  The  check  was  sent  off  the  same  day  by  the 
plaintiflfe  to  their  agents  in  Liverpool,  and  on  the  Tuesday  morning  it 
was  presented  at  the  Royal  Bank  for  payment,  which  was  refused. 
The  plaintiffs'  agents  returned  the  check  to  the  plaintiflfe,  and  it  was 
afterwards  sent  back  to  the  defendant.  At  the  trial  before  Blackbnm, 
J.,  at  the  Liverpool  winter  assizes,  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plain- 
tiff, with  leave  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  the  Court 
to  have  power  to  draw  inferences. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  obtained, 

Overendf  Q.  C.  {Kemplay  with  him),  now  showed  cause. — The  ques- 
tion here  is,  whether  the  check  became  a  payment  in  consequence  of 
the  laches  of  the  plaintifts  in  not  presenting  it  on  the  Saturday,  and 
out  of  that  arises  the  following :  first,  was  there  any  laches  in  not  pre- 
senting the  check  on  Saturday ;  and  secondly,  if  there  was,  and  no 
damage  ensued,  does  that  make  any  difference  in  the  claim  of  the 
plaintifl&  ?  In  Rickford  and  Others  v.  Ridge,  2  Camp.  537,  it  was  held 
that  a  banker  in  London  who  receives  a  check  by  the  general  post  is 
not  bound  to  present  it  for  payment  till  the  following  day,  and  the 
same  rule  is  applicable  to  the  public  generally :  Byles  on  Bills  14.  A 
check  paid  aiker  business  hours  is  the  same  as  if  paid  the  following 
day :  Bond  v.  Warden,  1  Col.  Ch.  Cas. ;  14  L,  J.  (N.  S.)  154,  Ch. 
[Blackburn.  J.,  referred  to  the  late  case  in  the  Common  Bench,  Hare 
V.  Henty,  4  L.  T.  Rep.  N.  S.  363,  aflSrming  the  case  of  Rickford  v. 
Ridge.]  There  was  no  authority  to  Kershaw  to  receive  the  check  at 
his  place  of  residence,  five  miles  distant  from  his  place  of  business. 
The  defendant  knew  this.  The  pavment,  therefore,  was  as  if  it  had 
been  made  on  Saturday,  Then  Sunday  was  a  dies  non,  and  the  plain- 
tiffs had  the  whole  of  Monday  to  transmit  the  check  to  Liverpool : 
Williams  v.  Smith,  2  B.  &  Aid.  496 ;  Byles  on  Bills  155 ;  James  u. 
Houlditch,  8  Dowl.  &  R.  40 ;  Moule  v.  Brown,  4  Bing.  N.  C.  266  (E. 
C.  L.  R.  vol.  33).  There  were  no  laches.  The  authorities  will  be 
found  collected  in  Smith's  Merc.  Law,  6th  edit.  248.  Haynes  v.  Birks, 
8  Bos.  &  Pull.  599,  Byles  on  Bills  18,  were  also  referred  to.  The 
illness  of  the  clerk  and  all  the  surrounding  circumstances  must  be 
regarded,  and  if  the  Court  see  no  negligence  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
recover,  and  it  is  here  quite  clear  that  no  mischief  has  arisen  from  the 
delay. 

MsUish,  Q.  C.  {Edward  James,  Q.  C,  with  him). — The  defendant 
most  make  out  that  the  check  was  received  by  plaintifis  on  Friday. 
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No  doubt,  if  be  fail  to  do  that,  the  cases  go  to  the  extent  that  it  would 
not  be  forwarded  till  the  Monday.  The  plaintiflBs'  clerk  had  previ- 
OQslj  made  arrangements  that  he  would  not  go  to  business  on  the 
Saturday,  in  consequence  of  his  feeling  ill,  but  no  communication  was 
made  to  the  defendant.  Tl;ie  illness,  to  have  any  eflFect,  must  come 
on  suddenly,  after  the  receipt  and  before  the  presentment.  The  pay- 
ment to  Kershaw  was  a  payment  to  plaintiffs.  The  case  of  James  v. 
Houlditch  is  an  authority ;  in  that  case  Mr.  Selwyn  was  counsel,  and 
in  his  book  (Selwyn's  N.  P.,  9th  ed.,  364)  the  facts  differ.  In  Beech- 
ing  V,  Gower,  Holt's  N.  P.  313,  the  defendant  delivered  to  plaintiffs  a 
check  of  20t  drawn  on  the  Maidstone  Bank,  on  the  5th  April.  It  was 
given  to  the  plaintiffs  at  the  Tunbridge  market,  sometime  before  the 
post  set  out  on  the  5th,  and  they  gave  their  own  notes  in  exchange. 
PlaintiflS  kept  it  till  after  the  6th,  and  sent  it  to  Maidstone  by  the 
carrier  on  the  morning  of  the  7th.  The  carrier  reached  Maidstone  at 
nine  o'clock  on  the  morning  of  the  7th,  but  the  Maidstone  Bank  did 
not  open  that  morning.  If  it  had  been  sent  by  the  post  of  the  6th  it 
would  have  reached  Maidstone  at  eight  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the 
7th.  Gibbs,  J.,  said :  "  The  plaintiffs  cannot  recover ;  they  have  been 
guilty  of  laches ;  I  will  not  say  that  it  was  not  their  duty  to  have  sent 
the  check  off  by  the  post  of  the  5th,  but  the  extreme  time  up  to  which 
they  were  justified  in  keeping  it  was  till  the  post  of  the  6th."  [Hill, 
J. — I  should  be  very  slow  to  think  that  law  now.  Blackburn,  J. — 
Are  there  any  other  cases  to  back  that?]  That  case  was  acted  upon 
in  Camidge  v.  Allenby,  6  B.  &  C.  878  (E.  C.  L,  R.  vol.  13) ;  9  Dow.  & 
Ry.  391.  If  Kershaw  had  sent  the  check  on  the  Saturday,  it  might 
bave  been  presented  on  the  Monday.  The  case  of  Bond  v.  Warden 
can  hardly  be  supported ;  it  is  opposed  to  Alexander  v.  Burchfield,  8 
Scott  N.  S.  555 ;  neither  is  it  an  authority  on  the  facts.  [Crompton, 
J. — We  must  take  it  that  the  law  makes  a  difference  between  the  same 
and  a  different  place ;  a  man  need  not  have  an  agent  if  he  be  in  the 
same  town.]  No  case  goes  the  length  of  saying  that  if  a  check  is  re- 
ceived at  another  place  the  holder  has  three  clear  days  to  present  it ; 
reasonable  diligence  means  that  he  must  take  the  necessary  steps  on 
the  next  business  day.  The  giving  notice  of  a  dishonoured  bill  and 
presenting  a  check  are  for  this  purpose  considered  in  the  same  way. 
When  a  man  has  failed  to  present  within  a  reasonable  time,  he  is 
guilty  of  negligence.  The  plaintiff,  by  ratifying  an  act  of  his  agent, 
ratified  the  whole  of  his  conduct;  and  the  case  must  be  looked  at  as 
if  the  check  had  been  given  to  plaintiff*  himself;  and  Moule  v.  Brown 
is,  in  fact,  an  authority  in  the  defendant's  favour. 

Crompton,  J. — I  think  we  can  decide  this  case  on  a  very  short 
ground ;  it  is  rather  one  of  fact  than  law.  By  the  conduct  of  the  de- 
fendant the  check  did  net,  for  any  practicable  business  purpose,  come 
to  the  hands  of  the  plaintiff's  agent  till  Saturday,  and  we  ought,  there- 
fore, to  treat  it  as  if  it  were  in  fact  a  handing  over  of  it  on  Saturday ; 
for  it  is  clear  that  the  defendant  never  intended  that  Kershaw  should 
do  more  than  take  it  to  his  master  on  the  following  morning.  Then 
there  were  no  laches  on  plaintiff's  part.  On  the  other  jxrints  raised,  I 
do  not  think  it  necessary  to  express  an  opinion,  but  give  judgment 
on  that  short  and  simple  ground. 

Hill  and  Blackburn^  Jb.,  oonciiTzecL 
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BARNETT  v.  THE  CRYSTAL  PALACE  COMPANY.    May  25j(o) 

A  clerk  of  mo  inoorporated  eompany  antborixod  to  sot  in  tbo  mattor  of  delirering  up  th« 
plaintiff's  goods  to  him,  refused  to  delirer  them  np,  on  being  applied  to  by  tbe  plaintiff  for  tbeia, 
without  a  written  order  for  the  deliTory  : 

Held,  that  he  bad  no  right  to  attach  such  a  condition  before  delivortng  them  np,  and  that  this 
was  such  a  refusal  to  deliver  as  would  bind  the  companj. 

Detinue  for  certain  boards  covered  with  red  baize  and  marked  lyith 
white  letters,  for  hair  combs  and  brushes,  towels,  &c. 

Plea,  not  guilty. 

At  the  trial  before  Wightman,  J.,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff 
claimed  the  articles  in  question  as  assignee  under  a  bill  of  sale  from 
one  Haselden,  who  became  tenant  of  the  waiting-rooms  at  the  Crystal 
Palace  in  March,  1860,  and  continued  so  until  November.  The 
articles  in  question  were  supplied  by  and  belonged  to  Haselden  until 
he  assigned  them  to  the  plaintiff  on  the  27th  September,  1860,  by  bill 
of  sale,  of  which  notice  was  given  to  the  Crystal  Palace  Company. 
Some  communication  took  place  between  Mr.  Grove,  the  secretary  of 
the  Company,  and  the  plaintiff's  solicitor,  and  Mr.  Grove  promised 
that  the  things  should  be  delivered  up  to  the  plaintiff.  After  this  the 
plaintiff  went  with  a  horse  and  cart  for  the  purpose  of  taking  away  the 
things,  but  on  going  to  the  secretary's  office  he  saw  a  clerk  named 
Thompson  only,  the  secretary  being  absent.  The  plaintiff  and  Hasel* 
den  saw  Thompson  and  produced  the  bill  of  sale  to  him,  but  he  re- 
fused to  give  any  direction  or  order  to  allow  the  things  to  be  removed 
unless  the  plaintiff  would  sign  a  receipt.  He  said,  "  I  must  have  a 
written  order  for  the  delivery."  Upon  this  the  plaintiff  went  away 
without  obtaining  the  goods,  and  commenced  this  action.  The  jury 
found  that  Thompson  had  authority  from  Grove  to  act  in  the  matter. 
The  verdict  was  entered  for  the  plaintiff  for  21?.,  to  be  reduced  upon 
the  things  being  given  up  to  the  plaintiff. 

C.  Pollock  moved  for  a  new  trial  for  misdirection. — What  passed 
with  Thompson  did  not  amount  to  a  refusal  by  the  defendants  to  gfvo 
up  the  property.  Thompson  was  a  mere  clerk  of  an  incorporated 
joint  stock  company,  and  his  request  for  a  receipt  was  not  a  refusal 
by  the  company  to  give  up  the  goods. 

Wightman,  J. — It  was  admitted  at  the  trial  that  Grove,  the  secre- 
tary, had  authorized  Thompson  to  act  in  the  matter,  and  it  was  proved 
that,  after  the  writ  was  served  upon  Grove,  Grove  went  to  Thompson 
and  said,  "  Why  did  you  not  give  up  the  goods  ?  See  what  trouble 
you  have  got  me  into." 

Blackburn,  J. — What  ground  in  law  is  there  for  the  Company  to 
attach  this  condition  before  delivering  up  a  man's  own  goods  to  him  7 
In  trover,  how  could  it  be  said  that  this  was  not  a  conversion  ? 

Crompton,  J. — ^This  case  does  not  fall  within  Alexander  v.  Southey, 
5  B.  &  Aid.  247  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  7),  where  the  plaintiff^s  goods  had 
been  carried  by  the  servants  of  an  insurance  company  to  a  warehouse 
of  which  the  defendant,  a  servant  of  the  company,  kept  the  key ;  and 
the  defendant,  on  being  applied  to  by  the  plaintiff  to  deliver  !,hem  tm^ 
refused  to  do  so  without  an  order  from  the  company ;  and  it  was  held 
that  this  was  not  such  a  refusal  as  amounted  to  a  conversion  by  the 

(a)L4L.T.,N.a4M. 
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defendant  In  this  case  Thompson  was  admitted  to  have  authority  to 
act^  and  both  the  original  owner  and  the  assignee  of  the  property  saw 
him,  and  produced  the  bill  of  sale,  and  no  question  was  raised  as  to 
the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  property. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — The  point  is  too  clear.  After  service  of  the 
writ,  the  Company  should  have  taken  out  a  summons  to  stay  upon 
delivery  of  the  property.  Rule  refused. 


CLARK  and  Others  v.  SMALLPIELD.    May  27.(a) 

By  tbe  enitom  of  trade,  when  timber  is  sold  in  bond  at  a  sale  by  aaotion  in  London,  the 
bayer  contraets  to  bny  at  a  price  including  the  duty  payable,  and  he  may,  by  giving  notice  on 
the  following  day  so  to  do,  elect  to  take  the  timber  in  bond,  and  if  he  does  so,  he  is  then  only 
bound  to  pay  the  price  less  the  duty.  On  the  10th  February,  1860,  defendant  bought  timber 
in  bond  at  a  sale  by  auction  at  a  price  including  duty,  the  contract  to  be  completed  within 
fourteen  days^  and  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer,  on  the  evening  of  that  day,  gave  notice 
that  a  resolution  would  be  moved  to  reduce  the  duty  on  timber,  and  he  accordingly  moved  and 
carried  such  a  resolution  on  the  8th  March.  An  Act  of  Parliament  passed  to  that  effect  on  the 
5th  May,  the  reduction  commencing  firom  the  8th  March.  On  the  11th  February,  the  defendant 
gave  notice  to  the  seller  that  he  elected  to  take  the  timber  in  bond,  and  on  the  24th  February 
offered  the  price  less  the  then  duty,  which  the  plaintiffs  reftised  to  take,  and  they  also  refused 
to  give  a  delivery  order  for  the  timber.  In  an  action  by  the  plaintiffs  to  recover  the  price  of 
Uxo  timber : 

Held,  first,  that  the  custom  was  reoeivable  in  evidence : 

Secondly,  that,  under  these  eiroumstances,  it  was  applicable  to  the  contract,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  judgment. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  2452.,  the  price  of  two  lots  of  timber, 
sold  by  auction  at  121,  per  standard  hundred. 

Plea,  that  the  contract  of  sale  was  subject  to  this  condition,  that  if 
the  buyer  elected  to  receive  the  timber  in  bond,  he  was  entitled  to 
have  a  delivery  order  from  the  seller  on  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money,  less  the  sum  payable  for  duty ;  that  the  buyer  did  so  elect, 
and  tendered  the  money  less  the  duty,  and  demanded  a  delivery  order 
and  that  the  seller  refused  to  take  the  money  and,  to  give  a  delivery 
order. 

The  plaintiffs,  merchants  in  London,  put  up  the  two  lots  of  timber, 
which  were  in  bond,  for  sale  by  auction,  on  the  10th  February  1860, 
and  the  defendant  became  the  purchaser  at  12?.  per  standard  hundred 
measurement  (including  the  duty  of  IO5.  per  load).  By  the  custom 
of  trade,  the  buyer  was  entitled  on  the  following  day  to  declare  whether 
he  would  elect  to  take  the  timber  in  bond ;  and  if  he  did  he  was  en- 
titled to  a  delivery  order  for  the  timber,  on  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money,  less  the  duty.  By  the  conditions  of  sale,  the  buyer  was  to  pay 
down  a  deposit  of  10  per  cent,  on  the  value  of  each  lot,  and  the  re- 
mainder within  fourteen  days  from  the  day  of  sale,  and  warehouse 
rent,  if  not  cleared  within  twenty-eight  days. 

On  the  evening  of  the  10th  February  the  Chancellor  of  the  Ex- 
chequer, in  introducing  the  Budget  in  the  House  of  Commons,  an- 
nounced the  intention  of  the  Governnaent  to  propose  a  reduction  of 
the  duty  on  timber,  and  on  the  following  morning  the  defendant, 
availing  himself  of  the  custom  of  trade,  gave  notice  that  he  elected  to 
take  the  two  lots  of  timber  in  bond,  and  on  the  prompt  day  (the  24th 

(a)  4  L.  T.,  K.  S.  406. 
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February)  tendered  the  purchaae-monej,  less  the  duty,  and  demanded 
a  delivery  order,  which  the  plaintiffs  refused  to  take,  and  they  also 
refused  to  give  the  delivery  order.  On  the  8th  March  the  Chancellor 
of  the  Exchequer  proposed  a  resolution  in  the  House  of  Commons, 
which  was  carried,  to  reduce  the  timber  duty  from  lOs,  to  28,  per  load, 
and  an  Act  of  Parliamant  carrying  that  resolution  into  e&ect  passed 
on  the  15th  May  following,  the  reduction  commencing  from  the  8th 
March,  the  date  of  the  resolution  in  the  House  of  Commons.  Upon 
this  state  of  facts  the  plaintiff's  counsel  contended,  that  evidence  of 
the  custom  was  not  admissible,  but  if  it  was.  that  the  custom  was  not 
applicable  to  the  contract,  and  that  the  defendant  ought  to  have  paid 
the  full  amount,  inclusive  of  the  duty,  on  the  prompt  day.  Cockburn, 
C.  J.,  at  the  trial,  ruled  otherwise,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant, reserving  leave  to  the  plaintiffs  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
them  for  the  245?. 

Jamvary  14. — Collier  moved  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs 
for  245?.  First,  the  evidence  of  the  custom  was  not  admissible.  [By 
the  Court. — It  clearly  was  admissible.]  Secondly,  it  was  inappli- 
cable to  this  contract  on  the  facts  proved  at  the  trial. 

The  Court  refused  a  rule  on  the  first  ground,  and  granted  a  rule 
nisi  on  the  second.  No  notice  of  appeal  against  the  refusal  on  the 
first  ground  was  given  within  four  days. 

Bovill  {Honyman  with  him)  showed  cause. 

Col  ieVf  Lush  and  7\imer  in  support  of  the  rule. 

CocKBURN,  C.  J. — This  is  a  very  clear  case.  We  must  consider  the 
custom  as  incorporated  into  the  contract,  and  as  if  it  was  part  of  the 
written  terms  of  it.  In  the  first  instance  the  seller  engages  to  pay  the 
duty,  and  the  buyer  the  entire  price,  including  the  ciuty,  unless  the 
buyer  elects  to  take  the  timber  m  bond  and  to  pay  the  duty  himselC 
Suppose  the  contract  had  been  in  its  extended  form,  could  it  be  said  that, 
because  the  Chancellor  of  the  Exchequer  had  given  notice  in  the  House 
of  Commons  of  a  reduction  in  the  timber  duties,  the  rights  and  liabilities 
of  the  parties  under  the  contract  would  thereby  be  altered  ?  I  consider 
this  argument  conclusive,  that  if  the  buyer  had  gone  on  the  24th  Feb- 
ruary with  the  entire  price  and  demanded  the  timber,  the  seller's  refusal 
to  pay  the  then  duty  and  deliver  the  timber  would  have  been  a  breach 
of  the  contract.  Now  in  this  case  the  buyer  did  go  on  the  24th  Feb- 
ruary and  offer  the  price  minus  the  then  existing  duty,  and  demand 
the  timber,  and  the  seller  refused  to  receive  the  price  and  give  a  de- 
livery order.  That  was  a  breach  of  contract,  and  the  seller  cannot  by 
a  breach  of  contract  place  himself  in  a  better  position  than  he  would 
have  been  in  if  he  had  performed  it.  Although  the  circumstances 
were  not  ordinary,  the  custom  is  equally  applicable.  The  rule  must 
therefore  be  discharged. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  Rule  discharged. 

Collier  applied  for  leave  to  appeal,  and  give  four  days'  notice  nttnc 
pro  tunc,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  of  the  custom  was  not  ad- 
missible ;  the  plaintifib  having  inadvertentlv  allowed  the  four  days' 
notice  required  by  the  statute  to  elapse.  The  refusal  of  the  rule  on 
this  ground  was  upon  January  14. 

The  Court  said  that  to  allow  this  would  be  to  intimate  a  doubt, 
whereas  they  thought  it  very  clear  that  the  custom  was  admissible 
in  evit'  ace. 


ADDITIONAL  GASES.  987 


DRAKE  V.  The  AMICABLE  SOCIETY  FOR  A  PERPETUAL 

ASSURANCE  OFFICE^o)    May  28. 

In  1822  the  defendants  granted  a  policy  of  inBiirano«»  admitting  A.  B.  a  member  of  theii 
Bociety»  and  binding  themselves  to  paj  to  bis  exeeatora,  administrators,  or  assigns  such  propor> 
tion  or  share  of  the  Joint  stock  and  fund  of  the  said  society  as  should  become  due  on  the  death 
of  the  said  A.  B.,  according  to  the  charters  and  by-laws  of  the  said  society.  The  plaintiff  was 
the  assignee  of  the  said  policy,  which  became  a  claim  on  defendants'  society  in  1858.  After  the 
making  of  the  said  policy,  and  before  it  became  a  claim,  certain  other  charters  were  granted  te 
the  said  society,  and  Acts  of  Parliament  were  passed  relating  t&ereto,  which  modified  and  altered 
the  mcinner  of  calculating  the  profits  and  apportioning  them  amongst  the  representatives  of  the 
AiTes  insured ;  these  provisions  were  in  their  terms  general,  without  distinction  to  past  or  future 
pollciee : 

Held,  that  the  policy  in  question  was  regulated  by  the  later  charters  and  Acts  of  Parliamenti 
And  that  the  distribution  of  the  profits  of  defendants'  soeietj  en  its  becoming  a  claim  mnst  be  ib* 
accordance  therewilh. 

Ik  this  case  an  action  was  commenced  by  Charles  Drake,  the  plain- 
tifif,  against  the  Amicable  Society  for  a  Perpetual  Assurance  Office, 
and  on  the  3d  June,  1859,  a  rule  of  Court  was  made  by  consent  of 
the  parties,  whereby  it  was  ordered  that  the  defendants  should  forth- 
with pay  to  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  22202.,  the  amount  admitted  by 
the  defendants  to  have  become  payable  upon  the  death  of  David  Hino, 
bj  virtue  of  the  policy  of  insurance  declared  upon  in  the  said  action, 
without  prejudice  to  any  question  in  the  said  action  or  between  the 
parties ;  and  that  the  said  action  and  all  matters  in  difference  between 
the  parties  should  be  referred  to  arbitration,  with  power  to  the  arbi- 
trator to  certify,  &c.,  the  costs  of  the  cause  to  abide  the  event,  and  the 
costs  of  the  reference  to  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  arbitrator,  with 
power  to  the  arbitrator  to  state  any  question  of  law  for  the  decision 
of  the  Court ;  and  it  was  further  ordered  that  in  case  of  dispute  the 
Court  should  have  power,  from  time  to  time,  to  remit  the  matters 
referred,  or  any  of  them,  to  the  reconsideration  of  the  arbitrator.  By 
another  order  of  the  Court  of  the  Idth  April,  1860,  it  was  further 
ordered  that  the  first-named  order  should  be  amended,  by  inserting 
therein  liberty  for  the  arbitrator  to  make  one  or  more  award  or  awards, 
submitting  questions  of  law  to  the  Court  before  making  his  final 
award,  and  the  said  rule  was  amended  accordingly. 

The  arbitrator  made  his  award,  whereby  he  found  the  issues  joined 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  in  favour  of  the  defendants ; 
and  he  stated  on  the  face  of  his  award  the  following  facts  for  the  de- 
cision of  the  Court  upon  the  question  of  law  arising  thereon :  That 
after  the  granting  of  the  several  charters  in  the  declaration  mentioned, 
incorporating  and  relating  to  the  corporation  of  the  Amicable  Society 
for  a  Perpetual  Assurance  Office,  viz.,  the  charter  of  the  25th  July, 
in  the  fifth  year  of  the  rei^n  of  Queen  Anne,  the  charter  of  the  16th 
Jan.  1730,  the  charter  of  the  8th  May,  1790,  and  the  charter  of  the 
30th  Oct.  1807,  the  said  society  did,  on  the  24th  July,  1822,  by  a 
policy  or  instrument  in  writing,  sealed  with  their  common  seal,  admit 
the  said  David  Hine  to  be  a  member  of  the  said  society  on  ten  shares, 
and  did  thereby  oblige  themselves  and  their  successors  to  pay  to  the 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  of  the  said  David  Hine  such  a 
proportion  or  share  of  the  joint  stock  and  fund  of  the  said  society  as 

(a)  4  Law  Times,  K.  6.  485. 
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should  become  due  upon  the  death  of  the  said  David  Hine,  according 
to  the  charters  and  by-laws  of  the  said  society.  And  he  found  that 
the  said  policy  ever  after  its  execution  continued  of  full  force  and 
effect.  And  he  further  found  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  policy, 
and  before  the  death  of  the  said  David  Hine,  all  the  interest,  claim, 
and  demand  of  the  said  David  Hine,  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  of  and  in  the  said  policy  and  the  said  shares,  in  respect  of 
which  the  said  David  Hine  was  so  admitted  a  member  of  the  said 
society,  and  the  proportion  or  share  of  the  joint  stock  or  fund  of  the 
said  society  as  became  due  upon  the  death  of  the  said  David  Hine. 
upon  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  policy,  or  the  said  shares,  came  to  and 
vested  in  equity  in  the  plainti£  And  he  found  that  after  the  making 
of  the  said  policy  a  certain  charter  relating  to  the  said  society,  bear- 
ing date  the  12th  Feb.  1823,  was  made  and  granted  under  the  Great 
Seal  of  Great  Britain.  And  he  found  that  a  certain  other  charter 
relating  to  the  said  society,  bearing  date  the  12th  April,  1836,  was 
duly  made  and  granted  under  the  Great  Seal  of  Great  Britain.  And 
afterwards  a  certain  Act  of  Parliament  was  made  and  passed  in  the 
Parliament  holden  in  the  8th  year  of  the  reign  of  her  Majesty  Queen 
Victoria,  entitled  *' An  Act  to  enable  the  corporation  of  the  Amicable 
Society  for  a  Perpetual  Assurance  Office  to  lend  money  upon  mortgage 
for  the  purpose  of  investment,  and  also  to  confer  other  powers  upon 
the  said  society,"  which  Act  was  a  public  Act ;  and  a  certain  other 
Act  of  Parliament  was  made  and  passed  in  the  17th  year  of  the  reign 
of  her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria,  entitled  "  An  Act  to  confer  additional 
powers  upon  the  corporation  of  the  Amicable  Society  for  a  Perpetua*. 
Assurance  Office  for  the  purposes  of  investment,"  which  charters  and 
Acts  of  Parliament  were  to  oe  taken  and  referred  to  as  though  they 
were  set  out.  And  he  found  that  by  a  by-law  of  the  said  society, 
made  after  the  passing  of  the  said  first-mentioned  Act  of  Parliament, 
and  before  the  aeath  of  the  said  David  Hine,  and  which  has  ever  since 
been  in  force,  it  was  provided  "that  the  registrar  for  the  time  being 
shall,  as  soon  as  may  be  after  the  6th  July  in  each  year,  make  the 
requisite  valuations  and  ascertain  the  balance  dividena  as  on  the  pre- 
ceaing  6th  April,  and  the  profit  or  loss  of  the  preceding  year,  and 
the  amount  of  the  dividend  to  be  paid  on  each  share  which  shall  have 
or  shall  become  a  claim  during  the  current  year,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  charter  of  1836,  and  shall  report  the  same  to  the 
court  of  directors  previously  to  the  annual  general  court  to  be  held 
in  July,  at  which  general  court  the  chairman  shall  declare  the  divi- 
dend to  be  paid  on  all  claims  arising  by  the  deaths  of  members  in  the 
year  commencing  with  the  preceding  5th  of  April."  '  And  he  found 
that  the  said  David  Hine  died  on  the  26th  Jan.  1868 ;  and  he  found 
that  the  registrar  of  the  said  society  did,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  by- 
law, as  soon  as  might  be  after  the  5th  July,  1857,  make  the  requisite 
valuations,  and  ascertain  the  balance  dividend  as  on  the  preceding 
6th  April,  and  the  profits  or  loss  of  the  preceding  year,  and  the 
amount  of  dividend  to  be  paid  on  each  share  which  had  or  should 
become  a  claim  during  the  then  current  year,  according  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  charter  of  1886,  and  the  before-mentioned  Acts  of  Par- 
liament, and  reported  the  same  to  the  court  of  directors  previously 
to  the  annual  general  court  of  the  said  society,  holden  on  the  8th  July, 
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1867,  at  wbich  general  court  the  chairman  declared  the  balance  divi- 
dend  for  the  current  year  to  be  2162.  ?«.  QcL  on  each  share,  and  the 
actual  dividend  to  be  paid  on  all  claims  arising  by  the  deaths  of  mem- 
bers in  the  year,  commencing  with  the  preceding  6th  April,  to  be 
222  Z.  And  he  found  that  in  ascertaining  the  said  dividends  all  the 
provisions  in  that  behalf  of  the  said  charter  of  the  12th  April,  1836, 
and  of  the  said  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  of  the  by-laws  of  the  said 
society,  have  been  duly  observed  by  the  said  society,  and  the  regis- 
trar, and  other  officers  thereof.  And  he  found  that  the  amount  of 
dividend  payable  upon  the  claim  arising  upon  the  death  of  the  said 
David  Hine  being  so  ascertained  in  accoraance  with  the  provisions 
of  said  charter.  Acts  of  Parliament,  and  by-laws,  amounted  to  the 
sum  of  2220/.,  and  no  more,  which  sum  has  been  paid  to  the  said 
plainti£^  Charles  Drake,  in  pursuance  of  the  order  of  her  Majesty's 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  the  8d  June,  1869. 

Upon  these  facts,  the  plaintiff  contended  that  his  claim  upon  the 
said  society  in  respect  of  the  said  shares  of  the  said  David  Hine 
ought  not  to  have  been  ascertained,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  said  charter  of  1886,  and  the  said  Acts  of  Parliament  and  by- 
laws in  force  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  said  David  Hine,  and 
thence  hitherto ;  but  that  his  claim  ought  to  have  been  ascertained  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  charters  in  force  on  the  24th 
July,  1822,  being  the  time  of  the  granting  of  the  policy  upon  the  life 
of  the  said  Davia  Hine. 

The  question  of  law  which  was  submitted  for  the  decision  of  the 
Court  was,  whether  or  not  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  ought  to  have 
been  ascertained  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  said  charter 
of  1836,  and  the  said  Acts  of  Parliament  and  by-laws  in  force  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  the  said  David  Hine,  and  thence  hitherto.  If 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative  of  the  above  question, 
it  would  be  necessary  to  enter  upon  a  further  consideration  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim,  and  to  ascertain  the  amount  thereof  in  such  other 
manner  as  the  Court  might  direct,  and  to  make  a  further  award  with 
respect  to  the  matters  in  difference  between  the  said  parties  other 
than  the  said  action.  But  unless  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in 
the  negative  of  the  above  question,  the  arbitrator  finally  awarded  that 
the  plaintiff  had  not  any  claim  upon  the  defendants  beyond  the  said 
sum  of  22202.,  and  that  that  sum  having  been  paid  to  the  plaintiff 
by  the  defendants,  neither  of  the  said  parties  had  any  claim  upon  the 
other  of  them. 

The  plaintiff  in  person. — The  charter  which  governed  the  defend- 
ants' society  in  1822,  when  this  policy  was  effected,  was  that  of  the 
80th  October,  1807.  By  that  charter  his  Majesty  King  George  III. 
did  ^' grant,  direct,  and  appoint  that  seven-eighth  parts  of  such  annual 
contributions  as  shall  become  due  in  every  year,  and  shall  be  actuall  v 

Eaid  by  or  on  account  of  all  and  every  person  and  persons  who  shall 
ereafter  become  a  member  or  members  of  the  said  society,  shall  be 
equally  divided  amongst  and  duly  paid  to  all  and  every  the  nominee 
and  nominees  of  all  and  every  member  and  members  of  the  said 
society  who  shall  die  in  every  year,  their  respective  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, and  assigns,  together  with  such  part  of  the  annual  contri- 
butions of  all  and  every  member  and  members  of  the  said  society. 
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admitted  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  several  in  part  recited  cbar* 
ters,  or  any  or  either  of  tbem,  and  so  much  more  as  shall  be  agreed 
upon  by  the  members  of  the  said  society  for  the  time  being,  or  the 
major  part  of  such  of  them  as  shall  be  present  in  general  courts  to 
be  from  time  to  time  assembled,  and  as  is  directed  by  the  same  char- 
ters, according  to  the  original  plan  of  the  said  society ;  and  that  the 
remaining  eighth  part  of  the  moneys  which  shall  be  so  contributed 
and  paid,  together  with  such  interest,  increase,  and  improvements  as 
shall  accrue,  or  be  made  thereof,  or  be  received  or  retained  for  annul* 
ties  to  be  granted  by  the  said  society  as  aforesaid,  and  all  other  moneys 
which  shdl  be  received  by  or  on  account  of  the  said  society,  shall  be 
reserved  and  improved  by  the  said  society  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit 
of  all  and  every  the  members  of  the  same  corporation,  according  to 
their  respective  interests  therein."  That  was  the  clause  under  which 
the  defendants  acted  when  this  policy  was  made.  The  life  assured 
never  assented  to,  nor  was  iu  any  way  party  to  any  alteration  in  the 
terms  of  the  assurance,  neither  was  the  present  plaintiff  as  his  repre- 
sentative ;  and  it  is  on  the  plan  and  scale  indicated  by  that  charter 
that  the  present  claim  ought  to  be  calculated. 

Quain,  contr&. — The  powers  conferred  on  the  defendants  by  the 
charter  of  1836,  as  altered  and  confirmed  by  the  Act  of  Parlianaent 
of  the  8  Vict.  c.  8,  were  those  under  which  the  defendants  acted  when 
this  policy  became  a  claim.  The  Act  referred  to,  by  the  8th  section, 
provides,  **  That  in  making  the  valuations  directed  by  the  said  last- 
recited  charter  to  be  made  as  on  the  6th  of  April  in  every  year,  of 
the  present  worth  on  such  5th  of  April  of  the  annual  and  other  con- 
tributions payable  in  respect  of  members  of  the  said  society  assured 
for  the  whole  of  life,  and  of  the  shares  of  such  members,  the  rate  of 
interest  shall,  as  on  the  5th  day  of  April,  1845,  and  as  on  the  5th  of 
April  in  every  subsequent  year,  be  assumed  at  81  lOs,  per  centum  per 
annum  in  lieu  of  the  rate  of  interest  directed  to  be  assumed  by  the 
said  recited  charter,  or  at  such  other  rate  per  centum  per  annum  in 
every  or  any  such  subsequent  year  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  re- 
commended by  the  court  of  directors  for  the  time  being,  and  confirmed 
and  adopted  by  the  general  court  of  the  said  society ;  and  that  in 
making  the  valuations  directed  to  be  made  by  the  said  last-recited 
charter  as  on  the  5th  April  in  every  year,  of  till  the  capital  or  joint 
stock  estates  and  property  of  the  said  society  on  that  day,  all  the 
stock  in  the  public  funds  and  money  invested  on  government  securi- 
ties of  or  belonging  to  the  said  society,  and  all  other  property  of  the 
said  society,  producing  annual  income  (except  Exchequer  bills  and 
debts  bearing  interest,  including  therein  principal  moneys  secured  at 
interest  under  the  authority  of  this  Act),  shal^  as  on  the  5th  April, 
1845,  and  as  on  the  5th  April  in  every  subsequent  year,  be  valued 
by  taking  the  annual  income  arising  from  all  such  property  (except 
as  aforesaid)  at  twenty-eight  years,  and  four-sevenths  of  a  year's  pur* 
chase  (in  lieu  of  the  twenty-five  years'  purchase  prescribed  by  the 
said  last  recited  charter),  or  such  other  number  of  years,  or  number 
of  years  and  fraction  of  a  year's  purchase,  as  shall  correspond  with 
the  rate  of  interest  assumed  for  the  time  being  for  valuing  the  annual 
and  other  contributions  and  shares  as  last  hereinbefore  directed,  but 
with  due  allowance  in  respect  of  property  in  houses  and  of  estates  or 
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interests  of  a  perishable  or  determinable  nature,  and  in  respect  of 
charges  of  management,  as  in  the  judgment  of  the  court  of  directors 
for  the  time  being  shall  be  considered  proper,  and  that  Exchequer 
bills  shall  be  valued  in  the  manner  directed  by  the  said  last  hereinbe- 
fore recited  charter,  and  that  debts  bearing  interest,  including  princi- 
pal moneys  secured  by  the  authority  of  this  Act,  shall  be  valued 
respectively  at  their  respective  amounts,  and  the  interest  due  in  respect 
thereof  on  the  6th  April,  as  on  which  such  valuations  shall  be  respect- 
ively made."  Sect.  9  enacts,  "  That  the  balance  dividend  for  the  year 
commencing  on  the  5th  April,  1844,  shall  be  re-calculated  in  the  man- 
ner directed  by  the  last  hereinbefore  recited  charter,  according  to  the 
rate  of  interest  by  this  Act  authorized  to  be  assumed  in  calculating 
the  balance  dividend  for  the  year  commencing  on  the  5th  April,  1845, 
as  aforesaid,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  profit  or  loss  of  the 
said  year,  commencing  on  the  5th  April,  1844,  according  to  such  rate 
of  interest ;  and  that  a  like  re-calculation  shall  be  made  of  the  balance 
dividend  for  every  year  immediately  preceding  any  year  the  balance  d  i  vi- 
dend  for  which  shall  be  calculated  by  the  authority  of  this  Act,  according 
to  another  rate  of  interest  than  the  rate  of  interest  assumed  in  calculating 
the  balance  dividend  for  such  preceding  year,  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining the  profit  or  loss  of  such  preceding  year  according  to  such  other 
rate  of  interest ;  arid  that  in  every  year  commencing  on  the  5th  A  pril, 
in  which  any  change  shall  take  place  in  the  investment  of  any  of  the 
property,  or  in  the  income  derived  from  any  of  the  property  of  the 
said  society,  the  balance  dividend  for  such  year  shall  be  also  re-calcu- 
lated with  reference  to  such  change  of  investment  of  income  as  if  the 
same  had  taken  place  previously  to  the  commencement  of  such  year 
for  ascertaining  the  profit  or  loss  of  such  year;  and  that,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  calculating  the  average  profit  or  loss  per  share  for  the  year 
commencing  on  the  5th  April,  1844,  the  profit  or  loss  of  each  of  the 
three  next  preceding  years  shall  be  re-calculated  and  ascertained  ac- 
cording to  the  rate  of  interest  assumed  under  the  authority  of  this 
Act  as  aforesaid,  for  making  the  valuations  as  on  the  5th  April,  1845 ; 
and  with  reference  to  any  change  or  changes  of  investment  or  income 
that  has  or  have  taken  place  in  any  of  such  years  in  the  manner  last 
hereinbefore  directed,  and  the  profit  or  loss  so  to  be  ascertained  or 
determined  of  each  of  the  said  three  years  respectively,  shall  be  used 
instead  of  the  profit  or  loss  already  ascertained  pursuant  to  the  said 
last  hereinbefore  recited  charter  of  each  of  the  same  three  yeara 
respectively."  Sect.  10  enacts,  "  That  for  the  purpose  of  calculating 
the  average  profit  or  loss  per  share  for  each  year,  during  the  remain- 
der of  the  period  of  seven  years  commencing  on  the  5th  April,  1844, 
one-seventh  part  of  the  aggregate  of  the  profit  or  loss  of  the  years 
commencing  respectively  on  the  5th  April,  1838,  the  5th  April,  1839, 
and  the  5th  April,  1840,  as  already  ascertained  or  determined  pursu- 
ant to  the  said  last  hereinbefore  recited  charter,  and  of  the  years  com- 
mencing respectively  on  the  5th  April,  1841,  the  5th  April,  1842,  the 
5th  April,  1843,  and  the  5th  April,  1844,  to  be  ascertained  or  deter- 
mined pursuant  to  the  said  last-recited  charter  and  this  Act,  shall  be 
considered  as  representing  the  profit  or  loss  of  each  of  such  seven 
years  respectively,  and  be  used  instead  thereof  in  such  calculation 
accordingly."    The  11th  section  enacts,  "  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
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the  court  of  directors  for  the  time  being,  if  they  shall  think  fit,  with 
the  approbation  and  consent  of  the.  general  court  of  the  said  society, 
at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  the  period  of  seven  years,  com- 
mencing on  the  5th  April,  1845,  and  from  time  to  time  thereafter,  at 
the  expiration  of  intervals  of  not  less  than  seven  years,  to  direct  one- 
seventn  part  of  the  aggregate  profit  or  loss  of  the  seven  years  next 
preceding  the  year  commencing  on  the  5th  April  in  which  such  direc- 
tion shall  be  given  to  be  considered  as  representing  the  profit  or  loss 
of  each  of  such  seven  years  respectively,  and  be  used  instead  thereof 
for  the  purpose  of  calculating  the  average  profit  or  loss  per  share  for 
the  year  in  which  such  direction  shall  be  given,  and  for  each  of  the 
five  next  succeeding  years."  Sect.  12  enacts,  "That  from  and  after 
the  passing  of  this  Act  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  court  of  directors 
for  the  time  being  of  the  said  society,  if  they  shall  think  fit,  when- 
ever the  actual  dividend  for  any  year,  calculate  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  last-recited  charter  and  this  Act,  shall  be  less 
than  the  balance  dividend  for  such  year,  to  increase  such  actual  divi- 
dend to  any  sum  not  exceeding  the  amount  of  such  balance  dividend, 
and  to  pay  such  increased  actual  dividend  instead  of  the  actual  divi- 
dend ascertained  as  aforesaid,  for  every  share  which  shall  become  a 
claim  by  the  death  of  a  member  of  the  said  society  in  such  year/' 
That  Act  and  the  charter  to  which  it  refers  now  prescribe  the  manner 
of  calculating  the  amount  to  be  paid  on  claims. 

CoCKBURN,  C.  J. — The  question  is,  whether  this  claim  of  the  plain- 
tiff ought  to  have  been  ascertained  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  charter  of  1807,  or  of  those  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  of  18457 
I  am  of  opinion  that  the  contention  of  the  plaintiff*  is  incorrect,  and 
that  the  question  put  to  us  by  the  arbitrator  ought  to  be  answered, 
that  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  receive  according  to  the  charter  of 
1836  and  the  Act  of  1845.  The  plaintiff  says  that  the  defendants' 
company  having  entered  into  a  contract  with  him  cannot  alter  or  vary 
the  terms  of  that  contract  without  his  assent ;  but  there  would  here 
arise  the  question  whether  the  person  who  was  the  original  share- 
holder could  not  assent  ?  and  further,  a  question  whether  he  is  not  a 
party  to  the  alteration  which  has  been  made  ?  But  that  it  is  not  ne- 
cessary to  decide.  The  question  for  us  is,  What  is  the  effect  of  the 
later  charter  and  the  Act  ?  Now,  it  appears  that  there  are  two  sys- 
tems of  calculating  the  value  of  policies ;  the  one  in  accordance  with 
the  charter  in  force  when  this  policy  was  effected,  and  the  other  in 
accordance  with  the  subsequent  Act  of  1845.  Now,  the  Act  of  1845, 
by  the  8th  section,  provides  that  the  rate  of  interest  shall  be  assumed 
in  the  charter  valuations  to  be  8^  per  cent,  per  annum,  or  such  other 
rate  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  court  of  directors  and  general 
court.  Then  the  9th  section  says  that  the  profit  and  loss  shall  be 
re-calculated ;  the  10th  section,  that  the  profit  or  loss  shall  be  taken 
upon  the  average  of  seven  years,  until  1852 ;  the  11th  section,  that 
the  average  may  be  continued  afterwards  from  time  to  time ;  and  the 
12th,  that  the  actual  dividend  may  be  increased  to  the  balance  divi- 
dend when  below  it.  These  sections  provide  what  shall  be  done  in 
future  to  ascertain  the  value  and  claims  of  policies  and  policy-holders : 
all  these  provisions  are  general,  without  distinction  to  past  or  future 
policies.    These  enactments  are  therefore  inconsistent  with  the  state 
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of  things  as  contended  for  by  the  plaintifif,  and  incompatible  with  the 
supposition  that  the  charter  of  1807  is  applicable  to  the  policy  in 
question  in  calculating  its  value.  I  see  no  ambiguity  in  the  case ;  it 
is  not  like  those  cases  where  an  Act  of  Parliament  has  been  held  not 
to  be  binding  upon  persons  not  parties  to  it.  I  see  no  reason  why 
this  Act  of  Parliament  should  not  be  applicable  to  the  plaintiff  as 
assignee,  of  the  policy.  The  terras  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  are 
general.  The  charter  of  1836,  taken  with  the  Act  of  1845,  applies 
generally  to  all  policies  both  then  existing  and  thereafter  to  be  issued. 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  mode  of  calculation  was  entirely  altered  by 
the  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  1845,  but  the  alteration  shows  that 
it  was  the  intention  to  introduce  a  new  method  of  calculation.  The 
preamble  states  that  it  is  expedient  to  vary  the  rate  of  interest  as- 
sumed in  making  the  valuations  by  the  old  charter  directed  to  be 
made,  and  to  make  other  corresponding  alterations,  and  certain  regu- 
lations for  better  effecting  the  purposes  of  the  said  charters ;  and  then 
come  the  clauses  which  have  been  read  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice, 
which  to  my  mind  make  it  clear  that  it  was  not  intended  that  exist- 
ing policies  should  be  exempted  from  the  provisions  of  the  Act. 

Blackburn,  J. — ^I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  original  claim  of 
the  plaintiff  depends  on  a  covenant  of  the  defendants'  Company,  on 
the  construction  of  which  there  is  no  doubt.  They  bound  themselves 
to  pay  according  to  the  charter  and  by-laws  then  in  force.  The  plain- 
tiff says  the  persons  whose  lives  were  insured,  or  their  assignees  or 
representatives,  must  agree  to  any  alteration  before  it  can  be  made 
valid  and  effectual ;  and  had  it  rested  solely  on  the  charter  of  1836, 
I  should  have  been  much  inclined  to  think  that  the  plaintiff  was  right. 
But  then,  came  the  Act  of  Parliament  of  1846,  and  my  only  doubt 
has  been  whether  the  Legislature  have  sufficiently  expressed  their 
intention.  I  think,  when  the  position  and  rights  of  others  are  affected, 
such  intentions  should  be  made  quite  clear ;  and  looking  at  the  sec- 
tions 8  to  12,  referred  to  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  I  cannot  see  any 
other  way  of  construing  them.  No  other  interpretation  would  be 
reasonable  and  sensible.  I  would  rather  the  intention  had  been  more 
clearly  defined,  but  I  can  see  no  other  reasonable  conclusion  to  come 
to,  and  I  agree  in  thinking  that  this  is  the  true  construction  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament.  Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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By  the  39  G«o.  3,  e.  79,  s.  28,  aoy  penon  haying  any  printlng-pre«  is  to  Mnae  notice  thereof 
to  be  giTeu  to  the  olerk  of  the  peaee  acting  for  the  county,  ftewarty,  riding,  diTiiion,  city, 
borough,  town,  or  place  where  the  fame  ihall  be  intended  to  be  need  .  .  .  under  a  penalty  of 
t^L  for  keeping  or  veing  inch  prese.  By  the  7  A  8  Vict  c  71,  lu  11,  the  Quarter  Sesiions  for 
the  eity  of  Westmineter  are  abolished,  and  all  the  duties  of  the  oftoers  thereof  are  transferred 
to  the  county  of  Middlesex.  To  an  action  for  work  and  labour  (printing)  brought  by  a  printer 
carrying  on  business  in,  Westminster,  the  defendant  pleaded,  thirdly,  that  the  printing  was  dont 
after  the  passing  of  the  above  Acts,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  deliTcred  any  notice  to  th« 
•leik  of  the  peace  for  Middlesex ;  fourthly,  that  the  printing  was  done  after  the  passing  of  th« 
•9  Geo.  8, 0.  79,  and  thai  the  plaintiff  had  not  delivered  any  notice  to  the  derk  of  the  peace  for 
Iha  elij  of  Weetminsler : 

(a)  4  Lftw  Tlme^  K.  S.  481. 
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HeM,  opoa  denunw,  that  the  plotf  wert  httd,  u  Meli  plea  should  btt«  negatiTad  tlMft ! 
was  given  neither  to  the  clerk  of  the  peaee  for  the  oity  of  Westmlnater,  nn  to  the  dork  of  Ik* 

pesee  for  MiddleBez. 
Sembie,  that  the  pleas  wonld  have  been  good  if  properly  pleaded. 

This  was  a  demurrer  to  the  third  and  fourtli  pleaa 
The  declaration  was  for  money  payable  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  and  for  work  and  labour  done 
and  materials  provided,  and  money  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  and  for 
the  defendant,  at  his  request ;  and  for  money  payable  by  the  defendant 
to  the  plaintiff  for  the  defendant's  use  and  occupation  by  the  plaintiff^s 
permission  of  certain  rooms  and  apartments  or  chambers  of  the  plain- 
tiff^s ;  and  for  money  found  to  be  aue  from  the  defendant  to  the  plain- 
tiff on  accounts  stated  between  them. 

The  third  plea  stated  "  that  the  alleged  work  and  labour  was  done 
as  and  in  composition  and  presswork  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  printer, 
and  as  and  in  a  certain  printing-press  of  the  plaintiff,  and  by  and  with 
certain  types  for  printing  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not  otherwise,  to  wit, 
within  the  city  of  Westminster,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  the 
said  materials  alleged  to  be  provided  by  the  plaintiff  consisted  of 
divers  quantities  of  paper  printed  upon  by  the  plaintiff  at  and  in  the 
said  press,  and  by  and  with  the  said  types  for  printing  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  not  otherwise,  to  wit,  within  the  city  of  Westminster,  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,  aforesaid ;  and  the  defendant  farther  says,  that 
the  said  work  and  labour,  so  consisting  of  composition  and  presswork 
as. aforesaid,  was  so  done,  and  the  said  materials,  so  consisting  of 
paper  printed  on  as  aforesaid,  were  so  provided  after  the  expiration 
of  forty  days  from  the  day  of  the  passing  of  an  Act  of  Parliament, 
entitled  "  An  Act  for  the  more  effectual  suppression  of  societies  estab- 
lished for  seditious  and  treasonable  purposes,  and  for  better  prevent- 
ing treasonable  and  seditious  practices,"  and  made  and  passed  in  the 
39th  year  of  the  reign  of  our  late  Sovereign  Lord  King  George  the 
Third ;  and  also  after  the  passing  of  a  certain  other  Act  of  Parliament 
entitled  "  An  Act  to  amend  an  Act  of  the  39th  year  of  King  George 
the  Third,  for  the  more  effectual  suppression  of  societies  established 
for  seditious  and  treasonable  purposes,  and  for  preventing  treasonable 
and  seditious  practices,"  and  to  put  an  end  to  certain  proceedings 
now  pending  under  the  said  Act,  and  made  and  passed  in  the  second 
year  of  the  reign  of  her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria ;  and  also  after  the 
passing  of  a  certain  other  Act  of  Parliament  entitled  "  An  Act  for 
the  better  administration  of  criminal  justice  in  Middlesex,"  and  made 
and  passed  in  the  eighth  year  of  the  reign  of  her  Majesty  Queen 
Victoria ;  that  the  plaintiff,  having  the  said  printing-press  and  types 
for  printing,  did  not  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  forty  days 
from  the  day  of  the  passing  of  the  said  first-mentioned  Act,  up  to  the 
day  of  commencement  of  this  suit,  cause  a  notice  thereof,  signed  in 
the  presence  of  and  attested  by  one  witness,  to  be  delivered  to  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  acting  for  the  county  of  Middlesex,  where  the 
same  were  intended  to  be  used,  or  his  deputy,  contrary  to  the  form 
of  the  statute  firstly  above  mentioned,  nor  did  the  plaintiff  at  any 
time  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  f<»rty  days  as  aforesaid  obtadm* 
from  the  said  clerk  of  the  peace  acting  for  the  said  county,  Cfr  fair 
deputy,  a  certificate  in  th^  wrm  doBoribra  in  the  schedule  to  the  fint- 
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mentioned  statute  annexed,  bat  tlie  said  plaintiff  without  having  de- 
livered such  notice  and  obtained  such  certificate,  and  after  the  expira- 
tion of  forty  days  next  after  the  passing  of  the  statute  first  above 
mentioned,  kept  the  said  printing-press  and  types  for  printing,  and 
used  the  same,  to  wit,  in  the  said  composition  and  presswork,  and  in 
printing  the  divers  quantities  of  paper  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.  The  fourth  plea 
stated  the  said  alleged  work  and  labour  was  done  as  and  in  composi- 
tion and  presswork  by  the  plaintiff  as  a  printer,  and  at  and  in  a  cer- 
tain printing-press  oi  the  plaintiff,  and  by  and  with  certain  types 
for  printing  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not  otherwise,  to  wit,  within  the  city 
of  Westminster;  and  the  said  materials  alleged  to  be  provided  by 
the  plaintiff  consisted  of  divers  quantities  of  paper  printed  upon  by 
the  plaintiff  at  and  in  the  said  press,  and  by  ana  with  the  said  types 
for  printing  of  the  plaintiff,  and  not  otherwise,  to  wit,  within  the  city 
of  Westminster  aforesaid ;  that  the  said  work  and  labour  so  consist* 
ing  of  composition  and  presswork  as  aforesaid  was  so  done,  and  the 
said  materials,  consisting  of  divers  quantities  of  paper  so  printed 
upon  as  aforesaid,  were  so  provided  after  the  expiration  of  forty  days 
from  the  day  of  the  passing  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  entitled  "An 
Act  for  the  more  effectual  suppression  of  societies  established  for 
seditious  and  treasonable  purposes,  and  for  better  preventing  treason- 
able and  seditious  practices,"  and  made  and  passed  in  the  39th  year 
of  the  reign  of  our  late  Sovereign  Lord  King  Q-eorge  the  Third ;  and 
also  after  the  passing  of  a  certain  other  Act  of  Parliament,  entitled 
"  An  Act  to  amend  an  Act  of  the  89th  year  of  King  George  the 
Third,  for  the  more  effectual  suppression  of  societies  established  for 
seditious  and  treasonable  purposes,  and  for  preventing  treasonable: 
and  seditious  practices,  and  to  put  an  end  to  certain  proceedings  now 
pending  under  the  said  Act,"  and  made  and  passed  in  the  2d  year  of 
the  reign  of  her  Majesty  Queen  Victoria ;  that  the  plaintifl^  having 
the  said  printing-press  and  types  for  printing,  to  wit,  within  the  said 
eity  of  Westminster,  did  not  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  forty 
days  from  the  day  of  the  passing  of  the  said  first-mentioned  Act  of 
Parliament  up  to  the  day  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  cause  a 
notice  thereof,  signed  in  the  presence  of  and  attested  by  a  witness,  to 
be  delivered  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  acting  for  the  said  city  of  West- 
minster, where  the  same  were  intended  to  be  used,  or  his  deputy,, 
contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  firstly  in  this  plea  mentioned,  nor  did 
the  plaintiff  at  any  time  after  the  expiration  of  forty  days  as  afore* 
said  obtain  from  the  said  clerk  of  the  peace  acting  for  the  same  eity, 
or  his  deputy,  a  certificate  in  the  form  prescribed  in  the  schedule  to 
the  said  first-mentioned  Act  annexed ;  but  the  said  plaintifi',  without 
having  delivered  such  notice  and  obtained  such  certificate,  and  after 
the  expiration  of  the  said  forty  days,  kept  the  said  printing-press  and 
types  for  printing  of  the  plaintiff,  and  used  the  same,  to  wit,  in  the 
said  composition  and  presswork,  and  printing  the  said  divers  quan- 
tities of  paper  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such 
case  made  and  provided. 

By  the  39  Geo.  3,  c.  79  (An  Act  for  the  more  effectual  suppression 
of  societies  established  for  seditious  and  treasonable  purposes,  and 
for  the  better  preventing  treasonable  and  seditious  practices),  it  is  by 
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sect.  28  enacted;  "That  from  and  after  the  expiration  of  forty  days 
from  the  day  of  passing  this  Act,  any  person  having  any  printing- 
press  or  types  for  printing  shall  cause  a  notice  thereof,  signed  in  the 
presence  of  and  attested  by  one  witness,  to  be  delivered  to  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  acting  for  the  county,  stewarty,  riding,  division,  city, 
borough,  town,  or  place  where  the  same  shall  be  intended  to  be 
used  .  .  .  and  every  person  who,  not  having  delivered  such  notice, 
and  obtained  such  certificate  as  aforesaid,  shall  from  and  after  the 
expiration  of  forty  days  next  after  the  passing  of  this  Act,  keep  or 
use  any  printing-press  or  types  for  printing  .  .  .  shall  forfeit  and  lose 
the  sura  of  20t" 

By  the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  11,  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  city  of 
Westminster  are  abolished,  and  all  powers  in  relation  to  them  are 
transferred  to  the  county  of  Middlesex. 

Streeten  {Chance  with  nim)  now  appeared  in  support  of  the  demurrer, 
and  contended  that  the  third  and  fourth  pleas  were  no  bar  to  the 
action ;  for  that,  although  by  the  89  Geo.  8,  c.  79,  s.  28,  a  penalty  was 
imposed  upon  the  owner  of  a  printing-press  if -it  is  not  registered,  that 
fact  would  not  render  any  work  done  by  such  press  illegal :  Smith  v. 
Mawhood,  14  M.  &  W.  452 ;  Wetherall  v.  Jones,  3  B.  &  Ad.  221  (E. 
C.  L.  R.  vol.  23);  Johnson  v.  Hudson,  11  East  180;  Bensley  v.  Big- 
nold,  5  B.  &  Aid.  335  (E.  C.  L.  R.  vol.  7) ;  Taylor  v.  The  Crowland 
Gas  Company,  10  Exch.  293.t  [Crompton,  J. — Here  you  did  certain 
work,  wnich  the  statute  says  you  shall  not  do  unless  you  register.] 
The  work  was  legal  in  itself,  tnough  it  may  have  been  done  by  an 
illegal  instrument.  There  is  another  objection.  The  third  plea  does 
not  negative  registering  in  Westminster  pursuant  to  the  89  Geo.  3,  c. 
9,  by  the  clerk  of  the  peace  of  Westminster.  If  the  plaintiff  had 
registered  his  press  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for  Westminster  before 
the  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  71,  it  would  have  been  sufficient.  It  is  true  that 
the  fourth  plea  negatives  registering  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace  for 
Westminster,  but  it  does  not  negative  registering  with  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  for  Middlesex,  since  the  passing  of  the  7  &  8  Yict.  c.  71 ;  so 
that  each  plea  taken  bv  itself  is  bad  upon  this  ground. 

Orantj  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  was  called  upon  to  answer  this 
objection.  He  contended  that  the  plaintiff  should  have  re-registered 
in  Middlesex,  and  that  the  pleas  sufficiently  showed  that  there  was  no 
re^tration.  [Cogeburn,  C.  J. — There  is  no  provision  that  the 
printer  shall  re-register.  Cbompton,  J. — Having  once  registereil,  the 
registration  remains.  You  should  have  shown  that  he  had  not  regis- 
tered in  either  place.  One  plea  will  not  help  the  other.  You  are 
squeezed  between  the  two  pleas.]  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
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WINTER  V.  WINTER.    June  20.(a) 

A  barge,  while  in  poiseiiion  of  the  donee,  and  worked  by  him  as  serrant  to  the  owner,  waa 
given  to  him  by  the  owner ;  afterwards  the  donee  worked  it,  and  paid  the  wages  of  the  crew  on 
his  own  aoeount  nntil  the  donor's  death : 

Held,  that  the  property  thereby  became  vested  in  the  donee. 

This  was  an  action  of  trover  and  detinue  for  a  barge  called  the 
Adonis.  The  plaintiff  and  defendant  are  brothers,  and  the  plaintiff 
claimed  the  barge  as  executor  of  the  deceased  father,  who  was  a 
lighterman.  The  defendant  alleged  the  barge  was  not  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff^  and  set  up  a  title  by  gift  of  the  barge  to  him  by  his 
father  in  his  lifetime.  The  jury  found  that  the  testator  gave  the 
defendant  the  barge,  it  being  at  the  time  of  the  gift  in  the  defendant's 
possession.  Upon  this  iSnding  the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  defend- 
ant, with  leave  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  the  verdict 
for  him  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
delivery  of  the  barge  by  the  deceased  to  the  defendant. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  had,  for  some  time  previous  to  the 
gift,  worked  the  barge  as  servant  for  his  father.  Upon  his  father  be- 
ing confined  to  his  bed  by  sickness,  defendant  continued  to  have  the 
possession  and  management  of  the  barge.  Defendant  stated  that  about 
this  time  (22d  November)  his  father  gave  him  the  barge.  It  was 
proved  that  the  deceased  had  stated,  to  a  customer  of  the  name  of 
Hone,  that  he  had  given  the  barge  to  the  defendant,  and  that  he  wished 
the  customer  to  employ  the  defendant  as  be  had  employed  him,  the 
father.  After  this  the  defendant  paid  the  wages  of  the  crew  on  his 
own  account,  and  worked  the  barge  as  his  own.  The  father  died  on 
the  4th  December. 

A  rule  nisi  had  been  obtained  pursuant  to  leave  reserved,  on  the 
authority  of  Irons  v.  Smallpieee,  2  B.  &  Aid.  657 ;  Sharr  v.  JPilch,  4 
Exch.  478.t 

Joyce  and  Harrold  now  showed  cause. — A  gift  of  a  chattel  inter 
vivos  does  not  require  actual  delivery.  The  property  passes  by  the 
acceptance  of  the  chattel  by  the  donee :  Sheppard's  Touchstone,  227 ; 
Viner  Abr.  Oiftf  46.  Irons  v.  Smallpiece  is  referred  to  in  Ward  v. 
Audland,  16  M.  &  W.  870;  and  rarke,  B.,  said  that  the  law  as 
laid  down  by  Lord  Tenterden  in  that  case  was  not  correct,  and  it  was 
also  impugned  by  Maule,  J.,  in  Lunn  v.  Thornton,  1  C.  B.  881 ;  and 
in  Flory  v.  Denny,  7  Exch.  358, t  which  decided  that  a  mortgage  of  a 
chattel  might  be  made  without  deed,  Parke,  B.,  refers  to  a  learned 
note  by  Mr.  Serjt.  Manning  in  Lunn  v.  Thornton,  1  C.  B.  381,  and  in 
The  liondon  and  Brighton  Bailway  Company  v.  Fairclough,  2  M.  & 
G.  674.  Perkins'  Profit.  Book,  title  Orantf  was  also  referred  to. 
There  was  sufficient  evidence  of  a  constructive  delivery  of  the  barge 
to  the  defendant.  [Cbom pton,  J. — If  after  the  gift  the  defendant  used 
the  barge  as  his  own,  it  is  not  necessarv  to  discuss  this  point  further.] 

Barnard,  in  support  of  the  rule. — There  was  no  actual  delivery  of 
the  barge,  as  appears  from  .he  finding  of  the  jury.  It  was. incumbent 
on  the  defendant  to  show  a  valid  gift,  and  it  was  not  for  the  plaintiffs 
to  inquire  into  any  change  of  possession.    [Wighthan,  J.^-It  was 

(a)  4  Uw  Tlme^  N.  6.  639. 
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assumed,  and  so  taken  at  the  trial,  that  after  the  gift  the  defendant 
worked  the  barge  as  his  own,  and  there  was  some  evidence  that  he 
paid  the  captain's  wages.] 

WiGHTMAN,  J. — The  great  point  made  at  the  trial  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff  was,  that  this  case  was  governed  by  Irons  v.  Smallpiece 
and  Sharr  v.  Pilch,  or  else  I  should  not  have  reserved  leave,  and  my 
attention  was  not  drawn  to  the  subsequent  cases.  But  on  an  exami- 
nation of  the  evidence,  it  turns  out  that  there  was  a  change  in  the 
possession  of  the  barge  consequent  upon  the  gift.  The  defendant  used 
the  barge  as  servant  to  his  father  previously  to  the  gift,  and  after- 
wards he  possessed  it  and  worked  it  as  owner. 

Crompton,  J. — Actual  delivery  of  the  chattel  is  not  necessary  in 
a  gift  inter  vivos.  In  the  case  of  a  donatio  mortis  causfi  there  Ls  a 
reason  for  requiring  some  formal  act.  It  is  sufficient  to  complete  a 
gift  inter  vivos  that  the  conduct  of  the  parties  should  show  that  the 
ownership  of  the  chattel  has  been  changed.  Although  Irons  v.  Small- 
piece  ana  Sharr  v.  Pilch  have  not  been  overruled,  the  subsequent 
cases,  to  speak  familiarly,  have  hit  them  hard. 

Blackbubn,  J.,  concurred.  Rule  discharged. 


COLE  v.  TERRY.(a) 

A  sheriff's  officer  hariog  made  an  ineffeetaal  levy  under  a  fl.  fa.  upon  tbe  goods  of  a  deftndaiit 
by  reason  of  a  claim  by  an  assignee,  npon  which  the  officer  waa  obliged  to  abandon  the  poi«efliSoii» 
IB  not  entitled  to  sne  the  attorneys  for  the  plaintiff  who  sent  the  writ  to  the  sheriff  for  ezaooHoc^ 
for  his  charges. 

This  was  an  action  by  an  officer  of  the  sheriff  of  Devon  for  work 
done  as  a  sheriffs  officer  in  executing  divers  writs  at  the  defendants' 
request,  and  upon  their  retainer. 

The  defendants,  Messrs.  Terry  and  Watson,  are  solicitors  at  Brad- 
ford, and  in  the  usual  way  forwarded  a  fi.  fa.  fo*"  80?.  5*.,  to  be  exe- 
cuted against  the  goods  of  one  Walk  at  the  suit  of  Gath,  by  the 
sheriff  of  Devon.  The  writ  was  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  plamtiflj 
a  bailiff  of  the  sheriff,  who  sent  his  assistant  to  Newton,  a  distanoe 
of  twenty-one  miles,  to  execute  it  upon  Walk's  goods  and  chattels. 
The  assistant  made  the  levy,  and  while  in  possession  received  notice 
that  the  goods  seized  had  been  assigned  to  one  Greatrex,  and  in  con- 
sequence he  abandoned  the  levy  after  four  days'  possession.  The 
plaintiff  now  sought  to  make  the  defendants  liable  for  his  charges  of 
the  abortive  levy.  The  claim  was  for  2,1. 11«.  made  up  of  charges  for 
levying,  mileage,  and  four  days'  possession.  The  case  came  on  for  trial 
before  the  under-sheriff  of  Devon,  and  the  jury  upon  the  ruling  of 
the  under-sheriff  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 

Milward  on  a  former  day  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  tot- 
diet  on  the  ground  of  misdirection. 

MelUsh  appeared  to  show  cause  against  the  rule,  but  admitted  that 
he  could  not  distinguish  an  officer's  right  from  that  of  the  sherifl^  and 

(a)  S  Law  TfanM^  K.  0.  MT« 
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that  the  case  of  Bilke  v.  Havelock,  8  Camp.  874,  was  against  the 
plaintiff's  right  to  recover,  where  Lord  EUenborough  said :  "  The  law 
knows  of  no  promise  to  pay  the  sheriff  for  executing  the  king's  writ. 
Such  an  action  as  this  was  never  heard  of  in  Westminster  Hall.  It 
is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.  to  seize  the  goods  in 
his  bailiwick  belonging  to  the  defendant.  If  he  is  in  doubt  as  to  the 
property  he  may  impannel  a  jury  for  his  own  protection.  If  the  goods 
are  sold  he  receives  in  poundage  the  specific  recompense  for  his  trou- 
ble which  the  law  has  provided.  He  is  entitled  to  none  for  seizing 
and  remaining  in  possession  of  goods  belonging  to  a  stranger.  The 
office  of  sheriff  would  become  a  very  lucrative  one  if  he  could  main- 
tain an  action  for  every  ineffectual  attempt  by  his  officers  to  execute 
a  writ." 
Per  GUBIAK :  Bule  absolute. 
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(The  additional  0|S6fl  in  this  Tolome  are  indexed  ill  [  ].) 


ABOBTIVB  8ALB  OF  BBAL  BSTATB. 

BmI  estate  had  been  derimd  to  the  defendant 
in  tmst  to  lell,  who  put  a  part  of  it  up  for 
sal^  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  hvtj,  and 
was  accepted  as  the  purchaser.  The  defend* 
ant  was  aware  that  he  could  not  make  a  title 
free  from  eneumbrancey  as  by  a  marriage 
settlement  the  land  was  vested  in  trustees  to 
seeure'an  annuity  to  the  widow  of  the  de- 
▼isor,  but  he  had  obtained  from  her  a  parol 
promise  that  in  the  event  of  the  sale  she 
would  transfer  her  security  to  another  pro- 
perty. After  the  sale  the  widow  reftised  to 
auent  to  this,  and  the  bargain  went  off  in 
consequence.  In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant  for  not  completing  the 
bargain,  the  Jury  found  that  the  defendant 
boni  flde  believed  that  he  would  be  able  to 
make  to  the  purchaser  a  good  title  free  from 
encumbrance,  and  that  he  had  reasonable 
grounds  for  so  believing : 

1.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff,  although  enti- 
tled to  recover  his  deposit  and  the  expenses 
of  investigating  the  title,  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain : 
per  Wightman  and  Blackburn,  Js.,  dissent- 
iento  Cockbum,  C.  J. 

2.  Concessum,  on  the  authority  of  Poun- 
sett  V.  Fuller,  17  0.  B.  660,  that  the  expenses 
attendant  on  an  attempt  which  was  made, 
after  the  bargain  was  oH^  to  enter  into  a 

'  f^h  arrangement  could  not  be  recovered. 
SiUt  V.  Wild,  687 

AOCBPTANCB. 
L  or  goodf.    894  Statuti  or  Frauds,  V.  VL 
VIL 


IL  Of  lease.    jS!m  Bavebuptot. 

ACCOMPLICB. 

L  The  rule  that  the  evidence  of  an  aecom« 
plice  requires  corroboraUon  is  not  a  rule  of 
law,  but  a  rule  of  general  and  usual  prac- 
tice; the  application  of  which  is  for  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Judge  by  whom  the  case  is 
tried;  and  in  the  application  of  the  rule 
much  depends  on  the  nature  of  the  offence, 
and  the  extent  of  the  complicity  of  the  wit- 
ness in  it     Th€  QuMH  v.  Boy««,  311 

n.  On  the  trial  of  an  information  for  bribery 
at  an  election  for  members  of  Parliament 
for  a  borough,  filed  by  tbe  Attorney-General 
by  the  direction  of  the  House  of  Commons, 
the  persons  charged  in  the  information  to 
have  been  bribed  by  the  defendant  were  ex- 
amined as  witnesses.  It  appeared  from  their 
evidence  that  on  the  day  of  tbe  election  the 
witnesses  came  to  the  front  of  the  house 
which  stood  between  and  opened  into  two 
parallel  streets  of  the  borough,  and  went  in 
succession  into  the  house,  and  into  a  back 
room,  in  which  the  defendant  was  seated; 
after  an  interview  with  the  defendant  each  of 
them  passed  into  another  room,  in  which 
another  person  was  seated,  ttom  whom  each 
reoeived  the  sums  mentioned  in  the  informa- 
tion ;  they  then  passed  into  the  other  street 
and  so  to  the  hustings,  and  voted.  SemhU, 
that  these  witnesses,  if  aecomplices  of  the 
defendant  at  all,  were  not  aecomplices  is 
such  a  sense  as  to  require  corroboration; 
and  also  that  here  was  corroboratton,  if  ne> 
cessaiy.   Id,  SIS 
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S§e  Qdabtbb  Bksbiohs,  Casb  bbbbbybd  bt. 

ACT,  LOCAL  AND  PERSONAL. 
j9m  Qbhbbal  Issde. 

ACT  OF  SETTLEMENT. 

The  Aet  of  SetUemeDt^  12  A  13  W.  8,  o.  2, «.  3, 
which  enaota  that  no  pardon  under  the  Great 
Seal  shall  he  pleadable  in  bar  to  an  im- 
peaehment  by  the  Commons  in  PaiHamant, 
renders  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal  wholly 
inoperative  to  prerent  impeachment  by  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  so  getting  rid  of 
the  Judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords;  for 
that  purpose  a  •uhwquent  pardon  must  be 
granted  by  the  Crown :  per  Cockbum,  C.  J., 
Crompton  and  Hill,  Js. ;  dnbitaote  Black- 
bum,  J.     Th€  Queen  t.  Boyee,  311 

ACTION. 

See  CoMPABT  and  Mbbchaht  SHippxih^AcT. 

Against  Justices.  ^' ■—        ^^ 

L  Declaration  against  justices  of  the  peace 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  rated  to  a 
ehuroh  rate,  which  waa  demanded  on  the 
8th  September,  1857 :  that  the  plaintiff  wa^ 
summoned  for  non-payment  thereof  on  the 
6th  May,  1869 ;  that  at  the  hearing,  on  the 
Uth  May,  1869,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidence 
that  the  rate  had  been  demanded  of  him, 
and  the  matter  of  complaint  had  arisen 
more  than  six  months  before  the  complain^ 
«nd  contended  that,  by  stat.  11  S  13  Vict  e. 
43,  8.  11,  the  defendants  had  no  jurisdio- 
tion :  yet  the  defendants  made  an  order  for 
payment  of  the  rate,  which  order  had  been 
quashed.  Plea,  that  upon  the  hearing  of 
tiie  complaint  it  was  proved  that,  besides  the 
demand  of  the  rate  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, the  same  was  again  demanded  on 
the  26th  March,  1869,  and  the  complaint 
was  laid  within  six  calendar  months  from 
the  time  of  that  demand.  Upon  demurrer, 
held,  that  it  was  within  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fsndants,  as  justices,  to  determine  the  ques- 
tton  whether  a  complaint  was  made  within 
the  time  limited ;  and  therefore,  by  sect  1 
of  sUt  11  A  13  Vict  c.  44,  the  aetion  was 
Aot  maintainable  without  proof  of  malice 
ind  want  of  reasonable  and  probable  cause. 
SommervitU  T.  Mirekouee  and  another,     863 

IL  Declaration  against  Justioes  of  the  peace 
alleged  that  the  plaintiflb  were  isted  to  a 
ehurch  rate,  the  validity  of  whkh  rate  was 
disputed  by  them;  that  they  were  sum- 
anoned  for  non-payment  of  the  rate ;  that  at 
the  hearing  before  the  defendants,  the  plain- 
tiffs, in  good  faith  disputing  the  validity  of 
the  rate,  gave  the  defendants  notioe  thereof: 
yet  the  defendants,  not  acting  boni  flde  in 
the  belief  that  they  were  acting  in  conform- 
ity to  law,  and  when  th^  well  knew  that 


they  had  not  Jurisdiction  to  proceed,  made 
an  order  for  payment  of  the  ratet,  which 
order  was  afterwards  quashed,  and  issaed 
their  warrant  of  distress,  by  virtue  of  whidi 
the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  were  distrainedL 
Plea,  as  to  the  distraining  of  the  goods  of 
the  plaintifb ;  that  the  warrant  was  issued 
on  the  application  of  the  churchwardens, 
and  executed  by  their  direction  as  well  as  by 
the  command  of  the  defendants ;  and  thai 
the  plaintifb  afterwards  recovered  Judgment 
in  replevin  against  the  churchwardens.  Up- 
on demurrer,  held, 

1.  That  the  allegations  in  the  dedaratioii 
Buflleientiy  showed  that  the  defendants  knew 
that  the  validity  of  the  rate  was  bout  fid« 
disputed,  and  that  proper  notice  thereof  was 
given  to  them ;  and  therefore,  by  the  proviso 
to  sect  7  of  Stat  63  G.  3,  c  137,  they  aeted 
without  Jurisdiction  in  making  the  order  and 
warrant 
^IK,  Th»  Action  was,  therefore^  by  soet  2 
ohstAt  11,^*12  Vict  c.  44,  maintunahio 
without  proof  of  malice  and  want  of  reason- 
able and  probable  cause. 

3.  Semble,  per  Blackburn,  J.  If  the  de- 
fendants aeted  erroneously  under  the  belief 
that  the  validity  of  the  rate  was  not  boni 
flde  disputed,  the  action  would  be  within 
sect  1  of  Stat  11  ^  13  Vict  c  44. 

4.  The  proviso  In  sect  7  of  stat  53  O.  3» 
0.  127,  which  takes  away  the  JurisdietioB 
of  Justices  where  the  validity  of  the  rate  is 
boni  fide  disputed,  extends  to  Qnaken. 
Peaee  and  othere  v.  Okaytor  and  cmotiUr,  668 

On  Judgment 

L  SUt  43  G.  3,0.  48,  s.  4,  by  which  ««in  all 
actions  upon  any  judgment  recovered  the 
plaintiff  ahall  not  recover  costs  of  suit* 
unless  by  order  of  the  Court  or  a  Judges 
does  not  apply  where  a  oonnt  for  another 
cause  of  action  is  Joined  with  a  eount  upon 
a  Judgment    Jaekeon  v.  Sverett,  86T 

IL  Action  upon  a  Judgment  and  for  nse  and 
occupation.  To  the  eount  on  the  judgment 
the  defendant  pleaded  nnl  tiel  record,  and 
to  the  eount  for  nse  and  oceupation  brought 
money  into  Courts  which  the  plaintiff  aeeept- 
ed  in  satisfhetion.  Held,  that  the  plaintil^ 
having  sncoeeded  on  both  canses  of  aotioa» 
was  entitled  to  costs  on  both  withoot  •■ 
order  of  the  Court  or  a  Judge.    Id, 

AGBNCT,  PROOF  OF. 

In  an  action  against  a  railway  Company  to 
recover  a  piece  of  superfluous  land  which 
the  Company  were  bound  to  dispose  of  within 
ten  years  after  it  had  been  acquired  by 
them,  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  show  tha^ 
thirteen  years  after  that  time,  the  Company 
put  the  land  up  for  sale  by  puUie  auction  as 
superfluous  land.  In  order  to  prove  this, 
the  auctioneer  was  called  as  a  witness  whs 


AOBNOT,  PROOF  OP. 


ASSAULT. 


1008 


deposed  th*t  he  bad  reoelved  his  instiuc- 
tions  for  the  sale  from  one  of  the  direotors 
of  the  Company,  and  also  from  a  person 
who  had  acted  as  their  solicitor  on  former 
sales  of  land :  held,  that  this  was  not  even 
piim&  facie  proof  that  the  sale  was  by  the 
sathority  of  the  Company ;  although  more 
than  twelve  months  had  elapsed  between 
the  sale  and  the  trial.  Moody  t.  The  Lon- 
don, Brighton,  and  South  Coatt  Railway 
Company,  290 

AGENT. 

&•  PuircxPAL  Am  AoxHT,  Hooii  Agbht, 
[and  OosTBRSiov.] 

AORBBMBNT. 

L  By  agreement  not  under  seal,  plain  tilT 
agreed  to  let»  and  defendant  to  hire,  certain 
premises  for  seven  years;  and  it  was  fhr- 
ther  agreed  that  a  good  and  sufficient  lease, 
embodying  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
should  be  prepared,  at  the  joint  expense  of 
the  parties.  In  an  action  for  not  accepting 
a  lease:  held  that»  though  the  instrument 
was  void  as  a  lease  by  stat.  8  A  9  Vict  c. 
106,  s.  3,  it  was  good  as  an  s^reemenL  Bond 
T.  Boiling,  871 

IL  Declaration  stated  that,  in  consideration  of 
an  intended  marriage  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  daughter  of  W.  a.,  W.  T.,  the  father 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  W.  G.  verbally  promised 
to  give  their  children  marriage  portions; 
and  that  after  the  marriage  W.  G.  and  W. 
T.,  as  a  mode  of  giving  effect  to  their  said 
verbal  promises,  entered  into  a  written 
agreement,  by  which  it  was  mutually  agreed 
that  they  should  pay  the  sums  of  2002.  and 
100/.  respectively  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  should  have  full  power  to  sue 
for  the  same  in  any  Court  of  law  or  equity. 
Breach :  non-payment  of  the  2001.  by  W.  G., 
or  by  the  defendant,  his  executor:  Held,  on 
demurrer,  that  the  action  was  not  maintain- 
able, notwithstanding  the  near  relationship 
of  the  plaintiff  to  the  party  from  whom  the 
consideration  moved.  TweddU  v.  Atkinson, 
Executor,  393 

ALB-HOUSB  LICENSE. 

Where  a  borough  named  in  Schedule  A.  to  stat. 
6  A  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  has  a  separate  commission 
of  the  peace,  but  no  separate  Court  of  Quar- 
ter Sessions,  the  county  justices  have  ex- 
clusive jurisdiction  to  grant  ale-house  li- 
censes within  the  borough  under  stat  9  G. 
4,  c.  61.  Candlith  and  another  r,  Simpeon 
and  another,  857 

AMENDMENT. 

After  the  plaintiff,  in  a  cause  in  which  the  de- 
fendant appeared  by  attorney,  had  signed 
judgment,  proceedings  in  error  were  taken 
by  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that,  being 
an  infant,  he  ought  to  have  appeared  by 


guardian :  Held,  that  the  Court  had  no  pow- 
er, either  under  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  1852  (15  A  16  Vict  c.  76),  sect  222,  or 
otherwise,  to  amend  the  proceedings,  by 
alleging  an  appearanoe  by  guardian;  but 
that  they  had  power  to  set  them  aside,  and 
order  the  defendant  to  appear  by  guardian. 
Carr  v.  Cooper,  2.30 

APPEAL. 
See  QuABTaB  Sbssiohb,  AppxJlL  to. 

.     APPEARANCE  BY  GUARDIAN. 

After  the  plaintiff,  in  a  cause  in  which  the 
defendant  appeared  by  attorney,  had  signed 
judgment,  proceedings  in  error  were  taken 
by  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that,  being 
an  infanty  he  ought  to  have  appeared  by 
guardian :  held,  that  the  Court  had  no  power 
either  under  the  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  1852  (15  A  16  Vict  c.  76),  sect  222,  or 
otherwise,  to  amend  the  proceedings  by 
alleging  an  appearanoe  by  guardian;  but 
that  they  had  power  to  set  tbem  aside,  nnd 
order  the  defendant  to  appear  by  guardian. 
Carr  v.  Cooper,  230 

ARTICLES  OF  CLERKSHIP. 

The  applicant  had  been  articled  as  clerk  to 
his  father,  and  served  the  five  years  required 
by  law  without  the  applicant's  knowledge, 
as  he  alleged,  that  the  articles  were  not 
stamped.  The  affidavit  of  the  father  stated 
thaty  having  before  the  articles  been  subject 
to  mueh  peeuniary  loss  and  pressing  ex- 
penses, and  a  diminnUon  of  professional  in- 
come on  account  of  the  changes  in  the  law 
and  personal  and  family  affliction,  he  was 
at  the  time  of  the  arUeles  without  the  means 
to  pay  the  stamp  duty  thereon;  and  that 
he  had  not  articled  the  applicant  specula- 
tively, but  with  the  intention  of  ultimately 
stamping  aad  enrolling  the  articles.  The 
Lords  of  the  Treasury  having,  under  stat. 
19  A  20  Viet  e.  81,  s.  8,  directed  the  Com- 
missioners of  Inland  Revenue  to  stamp  the 
artieles  upon  payment  of  the  duty  and  pen- 
alty, and  the  articles  having  been  stamped 
aoeordingly:  Held,  by  Cockbum,  C  J., 
Wightman  and  Mellor,  Js.,  Crompton,  J., 
dissentiente,  that  they  might  be  enrolled, 
and  the  service  under  them  be  computed 
from  the  date  of  their  execution.  £x  parte 
Herbert,  825 

ASSAULT. 

Where,  under  9  G.  4,  e.  31,  ss.  27-29,  a  com- 
plaint of  assault  or  battery  ha«  been  made 
to  two  justices  of  the  peace,  who  dismiss 
the  complaint  and  give  the  party  a  certifi- 
cate accordingly,  the  certificate  may  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  an  indictment,  founded 
on  the  same  facts,  charging  assault  and  bat- 
tery, accompanied  by  malicious  cutting  aad 
wounding  so  as  to  oause  grievous  or  actual 
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bodily  hann.     Th*  Qtfen,  on  the  protteution 
Q/Finuey,  w.  Elrington  and  auotker,         688 

ATLANTIC  TBLBGRAPH. 
8m  Marink  Ihsuraxcb,  3. 

ATTORNEY-GENBRAL. 
Sm  Nollk  Prosequi. 

AYERAGB. 

L  Where  goods  are  insured  by  ft  policy  of 
marine  insurance  in  the  ordinary  form,  the 
expression  **  warranted  free  Arom  particular 
average"  is  not  confined  to  losses  arising 
from  injury  to,  or  deterioration  of,  the  goods 
themselTes ;  but  is  equivalent  to  a  stipula- 
tion against  total  loss  and  general  average 
only ;  and,  consequently,  includes  expenses 
incurred  in  relation  to  the  goods.  The  Great 
Indian  Penineular  Bailway  Company  v. 
Saundertf  .  41 

II.  A  quantity  of  iron  rails  was  shipped  to  be 
carried  to  a  eertain  place,  for  a  sum  to  be 
paid  here,  ship  lost  or  not  lost.  The  ship- 
pers insured  them  by  a  policy  in  the  ordi- 
nary form  '*  warranted  free  flrom  particular 
average,  unless  the  ship  be  stranded,  sunk, 
or  burnt."  The  ship  was  neither  sunk, 
stranded,  nor  burnt ;  but  there  ;was  a  con- 
structive total  loss  of  her  by  perils  of  the 
sea.  The  rails  were  saved,  and  sent  on  in 
other  vessels  to  their  destination,  for  which 
the  insured  was  compelled  to  pay  Areight  to 
an  amount  not  exceeding  the  value  of  the 
rails.  Held,  that  this  freight  was  not  reco- 
verable under  the  policy.  Jd, 

BANKRUPTCY. 

A  party  who  had  deposited  a  lease  for  years 
with  the  plaintiff  as  security  for  a  debt, 
and  given  him  a  memorandum  by  way  of 
equitable  mortgage,  became  bankrupt  in 
1847,  but  was  allowed  to  remain  in  posses- 
sion and  receive  the  rents  until  his  death  in 
1858.  In  1850  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  on 
application  of  the  plaintiff,  made  an  order 
for  the  sale  of  the  lease,  or,  in  the  event  of 
a  sale  being  deemed  not  advisable,  that  it 
should  be  assigned  to  the  plaintiff.  The  sum 
bid  for  the  property  being  insufficient  to 
satisfy  the  plaintiff's  claim,  it  was  assigned 
to  him  in  1860  by  the  official  assignee,  and  a 
creditors'  assignee  appointed  in  lieu  of  the 
original  creditors'  assignee,  who  had  refused 
to  concur  in  the  sale.  In  ^ectment  by  the 
plaintiff  against  the  personal  representative 
of  the  bankrupt,  held : 

1.  That  the  assigning  the  lease  to  the 
plaintiff  was  an  acceptance  of  it  by  the  as- 
signees. 

2.  That  it  was  a  question  for  the  Jury 
whether  they  had  accepted  it  within  a  rea- 
sonable time.  Maekley  v.  Hannah  Patten" 
den,  178 


BASTARDY. 

The  mother  of  a  bastard  ebild  applied  to  m 
justice,  within  twelve  months  after  the 
child's  birth,  for  a  summons  against  P.,  tha 
alleged  father.  The  summons  was  issued 
by  the  justiee,  but  could  not  be  served,  P. 
having  absented  himselt  On  P.'s  retain, 
which  was  more  than  twelve  months  after 
the  child's  birth,  and  before  whieb  time  the 
justice  who  had  issued  the  first  summons  h*d 
died,  the  mother  obtained  from  another  jus> 
tice  a  second  summons  against  P. ;  and,  up- 
on its  eoming  on  for  hearing,  tbe  jnstiees  in 
petty  session  made  an  order  adjudging  P.  to 
be  the  putative  father,  and  ordering  him  to 
pay  a  certain  sum  by  way  of  maintenance. 
Held,  that  the  order  was  bad,  inasmuch  asi, 
by  Stat  7  AS  Viet  o.  101,  s.  2,  the  jurisdic 
tion  to  make  the  order  is  limited  t«  the  jus- 
tice before  whom  the  first  application  is 
made;  and  that  the  second  summons,  not 
being  issued  by  the  same  justiee,  could  not 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  original  proceaa 
upon  the  first  application.  2^  Queen  t. 
Piek/ord,  77 

BENEFICIAL  OCCUPATION. 

The  Society  of  Licensed  Victuallers,  founded 
for  the  purpose  of  relieving  distressed  mem- 
bers from  its  funds,  was  incorporated  by 
Royal  charter.  The  Society  maintained  a 
school  for  the  education,  f^  of  charge,  of 
tbe  children  of  decayed  or  deceased  licensed 
victuallers;  and  possessed  a  school-hoase 
and  other  premises,  used  for  that  parpoae. 
The  charter  provided  that  the  management 
of  the  Society  should  be  intrusted  to  a  Oov- 
emor  and  Committee :  and  that  the  membcn 
of  the  Society  should  meet  quarterly,  and 
should  have  power,  at  such  meetings,  to 
make  by-laws.  One  of  theee  by-laws,  so 
made,  provided  that  these  quarterly  meetings 
should  be  held  on  the  premises  of  the  So- 
ciety's school,  or  at  such  other  place  as  tbe 
Governor  and  Committee  might  appoint. 
These  meetings  were  accordingly  held  on  the 
premises.  On  appeal  by  the  Society  against 
a  poor-rate,  a  general  rate  for  defraying  the 
expenses  of  The  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act»  and  a  sewers-rate  for  dcf^ying 
the  expenses  of  the  main  drainage,  assessed 
upon  them  in  respect  of  the  premises  in 
question :  Held,  that  the  Society  had  a  ben- 
eficial occupation  of  the  premises,  and  were 
rateable  in  respect  of  them.  The  Qmeem  v. 
Th^  Ooeemor  and  Committee  of  Th^  Lieemetd 
Victnatlere'  Society,  71 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 
See  iKBOLYBirT,  I.— IV. 

BIRMINGHAM  IMPROVEMENT  ACT. 
See  TowHB  Impbovrmriit  Claussb  Act. 
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SUt.  15  A  16  Viot  0.  81,  ss.  %2,  34,  ^d  85, 
which  provides  for  the  oolleotion  of  the 
eoonty-rate  in  parishes  sitoate  partly  within 
boroughs  and  partly  without,  applies  only 
to  horonghs  *<not  subject  to  contribute  to 
the  oounty-rate ;"  and  therefore,  where  a 
parish  is  situate  partly  within  a  borough 
which  contributes  to  the  eounty-rate,  a  sepa- 
rate rate  towards  the  expense  of  the  eounty 
police  cannot  be  made  upon  the  part  without 
the  borough,  though  the  part  within  it  is 
goyemed  by  a  local  Aet,  under  which  police 
eonstables  are  appointed  and  paid.  The 
Queen  t.  The  Overeeere  of  Huddertfield,   961 

BRIBBRY. 

L  On  the  trial  of  an  information  for  bribery, 
filed  by  the  Attomey-Qeneral  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  House  of  Commons,  one  of  the 
persons  charged  in  the  information  to  have 
been  bribed  by  the  defendant  was  called  as 
a  witness ;  and,  on  his  declining  to  answer 
any  questions  with  respect  to  the  alleged 
bribery,  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed 
him  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal ;  which 
the  witness  accepted,  but  still  declined  to 
answer :  held,  that  the  possible  risk  of  im- 
peachment by  the  House  of  Commons,  not- 
withstanding the  pardon  under  the  Great 
Seal,  according  to  the  Act  of  Settlement,  12 
A  13  W.  3,  0.  2,  8.  3,  was  not  a  sufficient 
ground  to  entitle  him  to  the  pririlege  of  not 
answering.     The  Queen  r.  Boyee,  811 

11.  On  the  trial  of  an  information  for  bribery  a 
witness  who  was  called  to  prove  the  Csot  of  his 
having  received  a  bribe  from  the  defendant^ 
objected  to  give  evidenee  on  the  ground  that 
the  effect  of  the  evidence  he  was  called  upon 
to  give  would  be  to  eriminate  himself.  There- 
upon the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed  to 
the  witness  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal, 
who  accepted  it    The  witness,  however,  still 
objecting  to  give  evidenee,  and  the  Judge 
entertaining  doub  s  as  to  whether  the  wit- 
ness could  be  properly  eompelled  to  answer, 
notwithstanding  the  pardon,  an  arrangement 
was  come  to  between  the  counsel  on  both 
sides,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Judge,  that 
the  witness  should  be  directed  to  answer, 
but  that  the  opinion  of  this  Court  should 
be  taken  as  to  whether  the  privilege  of  the 
witness  remained  notwithstanding  the  par- 
don ;  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  undertaking, 
in  the  event  of  this  Court  holding  the  affirm- 
ative, to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi,  if  the  de- 
fendant should  be  eonvioted.    The  defend- 
ant having  been  convicted,this  Court  granted 
a  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  new  trial  should 
not  be  had;  and,  having  heard  it  Argued, 
discharged  it,  protesting  against  the  course 
pursued  at  the  trial  being  drawn  into  a  pre- 
cedent—as  the  Court  was  thereby  called  on 
io  pronounce  a  judgment  which  it  was  with- 
out authority  to  enforce.     Jd,  812 


BRIDGE. 

The  sUt  20  G.  2,  c.  22,  reciting  that  it  was 
convenient  that  a  bridge  should  be  built 
across  the  Thames  from  the  parish  of  W.  in 
the  county  of  S.  to  the  parish  of  8.  in  the 
county  of  M.,  for  the  ease  and  commerce  of 
the  inhabitants  of  the  said  counties,  and  that 
S.  D.  had  proposed  to  build  the  bridge, 
enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  S.  D., 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  he  and  they  were 
authorised  and  empowered,  at  their  own 
costs  and  charges,  to  build  the  said  bridge. 
Power  was  given  to  cut  the  banks  of  the 
river,  and  turn  any  highways  leading  to  the 
intended  bridge}   and  in  consideration  of 
the  great  charges  and  expenses  S.  D.,  hii 
heirs  and  assigns,  should  be  at,  not  only  in 
building  the  bridge  but  also  in  erecting,  re- 
pairing,  and  maintaining  other  matters  ne- 
cessary to  be  erected,  it  should  be  lawful 
fbr  8.  D.,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  from  time 
to  time  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  to  take  for 
ponUge  or  toll  for  any  passage  over  the 
bridge,  certwn  sums.    A  clause  reciting  thai 
it  might  happen  that  the  passage  of  the 
bridge  might  for  some  time  become  danger- 
ous or  impracticable,  enacted  that  it  should 
be  lawfbl  for  S.  D.,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
to  provide  and  maintain  a  ferry  across  the 
river,  and  to  take  the  same  sums  for  passage 
over  the  river  by  it  as  were  granted  for  the 
toll  or  pontage:  provided  that  such  ferry 
should  not  continue  longer  than  should  be 
necessary  for  repairing  or  rebuilding  the 
bridge.     It  was  declared  that  the  bridge 
should  be  extra-parochial,  and  not  be  deemed 
to  be  a  county  bridge.    The  stot.  20  G.  8,  c. 
32,  reciting  that  the  bridge  was  in  a  ruinous 
condition,  and,  if  not  effectually  repaired  or 
rebuilt,  would  be  manifestly  to  the  inconve- 
nience of  the  public,  and  that  M.  D.  S.  was 
the  sole  proprietor  of  it,  and  had  proposed 
to  efTeotually  repair  or  rebuild  it,  but  it  bad 
been  found  by  experience  that  the  pontage 
or  toll  was  greaUy  inadequate  to  the  expense 
of  building  and  keeping  the  same  in  repair, 
enacted  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  M.  D.  S., 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  Uke  the  tolls  therein 
specified.    This  latter  Act  also  contained  a 
clause  re-enacting  all  the  powers  and  an- 
thoritics  given  by  the  former  Act  for  the 
purpose  of  «*  rebuilding,  repairing,  altering, 
and  keeping  in  repair  the  bridge."    In  1850 
the  principal  arch  of  the  bridge  (which  had 
been  used  by  the  public  on  payment  of  the 
tolls  authorised  by  the  said  Acts)  fell  in,  and 
the  passage  of  it  became  impracticable.   The 
defendant,  who  had  become  proprietor  of 
the  bridge  in  1820,  thereupon  provided  and 
maintained  a  ferry  across  the  Thames  near 
to  the  bridge,  and  for  passage  over  the  river 
by  the  ferry  took  the  tolls  authorised  by  the 
AcU.    A  reasonable  Ume  for  repairing  the 
bridge  having  elapsed,  the  plaintiff,  who 
WIS  the  proprietor  of  an  estate  near  th« 
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bridge  and  had  sniUined  special  damage 
aa  rach  from  the  neglect  to  repair  it»  brought 
aa  aeUon  against  M.  D.  S.  for  damages,  by 
reason  of  the  bridge  being  impracticable. 
*  Held,  by  this  Court,  and  affirmed  by  the  Sz- 
ehequer  Chamber,  that  the  above  statutes 
imposed  upon  the  defendant,  as  proprietor 
of  the  bridge,  the  duty  to  repair  and  main- 
tain it  as  long  as  he  received  the  tolls.  Ni- 
choll  and  otkert  t.  Allen,  916 

BRISTOL  AND  EXETER  RAILWAT  COM- 

PANY. 

L  The  Bristol  and  Exeter  Railway  Company 
was  incorporated  by  sUt.  0  A  7  W.  4»  o. 
zxxvL,  by  which  it  was  enacted  (inter  alia), 
sect  174,  that  all  persons  should  have  free 
access  to  use  the  railway  with  carriages  con- 
structed as  directed  by  the  AcL  SecL  175, 
that  the  Company  might  charge  a  tonnage 
of  so  much  per  mile  upon  all  things  convey- 
ed along  tike  railway.  Sect  177,  that  the 
Company  might  provide  locomotive  engines 
or  other  power  for  drawing  things  upon  the 
•  railway,  and  receive  such  sums  for  the  use 
of  them  as  they  should  think  proper,  in  ad- 
dition to  the  other  sums  authorised  to  be 
taken.  Sect  178,  that  they  might  use  loco- 
motive engines  or  other  power,  and,  in  car- 
riages or  wagons  propelled  thereby,  convey 
things  along  the  railway,  and  m^e  such 
reasonable  charges  for  conveyance  as  they 
might  determine  upon,  in  addition  to  the 
rates  or  tolls  authorised  to  be  taken.  By  sect 
183  they  were  likewise  authorised  to  fix  the 
sum  to  be  charged  for  small  parcels  not 
exceeding  600  lbs.  weight  each.  Sect  184 
enacted,  that  where  things  or  persons  were 
conveyed  for  a  less  distance  than  six  miles, 
the  Company  might  demand  and  receive  the 
aforementioned  ''rates,  tolls,  and  charges 
for  conveyance"  for  six  miles;  and  sects. 
185,  186,  and  187  contained  certain  other 
provisions  relative  to  ''  rates  and  tolls  only." 
By  sect  188  they  were  directed  to  affix  on 
boards  upon  their  toll-houses,  Ac,  a  list  of 
the  rates  and  tolls  directed  by  them  to  be 
token.  By  stot  8  A  9  Vict  c.  olv.  8.  2,  the 
powers  of  former  Acts  regulating  the  Com- 
pany are  extended  to  that  Act,  except  such 
as  expired  by  effluxion  of  time,  or  are  inap- 
plicable to  it,  or  inconsistent  with  or  pro- 
vided for  by  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolida- 
tion Act,  or  with  such  of  the  provisions  of 
the  Railways  Consolidation  Act  as  were 
made  applicable  to  that  Act  Sect  18  fixed 
the  sum  which  the  Company  might  charge  for 
passengers;  and  sect  19  gave  a  scale  of  so 
much  per  ton  per  mile,  in  respect  of  articles 
conveyed  on  the  railway.  A.  B.  delivered 
goods  to  the  Company  to  be  carried.  These 
were  of  diiferent  kinds,  and  were  made  up 
In  packages,  some  of  which  exceeded,  and 
others  of  whieh  did  not  exceed,  500  lbs. 


weight  each.  The  charges  made  by  the  Com* 
paay  and  paid  by  A.  B.  for  the  carriage  of 
the  gdoda  on  the  railway  amounted  to  sums 
which  (after  deducting  reasopable  sums  for 
the  expenses  of  loading  and  unloading)  ex- 
ceeded the  maximum  sums  authorised  to  be 
eharged  for  the  carriage  of  the  several  kinda 
of  goods  respectively  by  stot  8  A  9  Vict  e. 
civ.  8.  19 :  Held  that  A.  B.  was  entitled,  un- 
der a  count  for  money  had  and  received,  to 
recover  back  the  sums  paid  by  him  in  excesa 
of  the  sums  authorised  to  be  charged  for 
carriage  of  goods  by  8  A  9  Vict  c  dv., 
upon  such  of  those  packages  of  goods  aa  ex- 
ceeded 500  lbs.  in  weigh t»  but  not  upon  the 
rest 

II.  The  above  Company  published  a  scale  of 
charges  at  which  parcels  would  be  carried 
along  their  line,  including  collection  and  de- 
livery within  certoin  limits,  if  delivered  by 
the  Company's  appointed  agents.  A.  B.,  a 
carrier,  in  the  course  of  his  business  as  such, 
forwarded  from  Bristol,  by  passenger  and 
van  trains  on  the  railway,  parcels  of  goods 
which  were  consigned  to  his  agents  residing 
at  various  towns  and  places  on  the  line  of 
the  railway  for  delivery  by  such  agents.  On 
all  such  occasions  the  parcels  in  question 
were  collected  by  A.  B.  from  his  customera 
in  Bristol,  and  were  taken  by  him  with  hia 
own  horses,  carts,  and  servants  to  the  rail- 
way stotion  there,  from  whence  they  were 
forwarded  to  some  other  stotion  on  the  rail- 
way. On  other  occasions  the  agents  of  A. 
B.,  residing  at  Exeter  and  other  places  on 
the  Hoe  of  the  railway,  forwarded  thence  by 
passenger  and  van  trains  to  A.  B.  at  Bristol 
parcels  of  goods  for  delivery  in  Bristol.  On 
all  such  last-mentioned  occasions  the  parcels 
were  received  by  A.  B.  at  the  railway  stotion 
at  Bristol,  and  from  thence  delivered  by 
him,  In  his  own  carts  and  vans,  to  the  par- 
ties in  Bristol  to  whom  they  were  directed. 
The  sums  paid  by  A.  B.  to  the  Company  for 
the  carriage  on  the  railway  of  all  the  above- 
mentioned  parcels  which  were  so  respectively 
forwarded  and  received  by  A.  B.  todnded, 
in  accordance  with  the  rates  fixed  by  the 
said  scale  bills,  charges  for  collection  and 
delivery  in  Bristol,  though  such  services 
were  not  in  fact  performed  by  the  Cumpany 
for  A.  B. :  Held  that  these  sums  were  im- 
properly charged,  and  might  be  recovered 
back  under  a  count  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived. 

III.  The  above  Company  charged  A.  B.  eer- 
toin  sums,  reasonable  in  themselves,  for 
carrying  his  goods  along  their  line,  while 
they  carried  the  like  goods  for  other  parties 
at  lower  rates :  Held  that  A.  B.  was  not  en- 
titled, in  an  action  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived, to  recover  from  the  Company  the 
excess  of  the  sums  paid  by  him  above  these 
paid  by  the  other  parties. 
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IV.  Ib  Um  c«m  of  the  taiM  CoaipcA/»  wh«&- 
eror  vaj  of  tlie  pablio  (not  being  eurrien) 
brought  end  deLtrered  et  one  time  amunber 
of  aeparete  peroeU  or  peoki^s  to  the  Com- 
peny  to  be  carried,  if  thej  all  eontained 
goods  of  the  lame  kind  or  description  (each 
ae  drags  or  drapery),  and  were  addressed  to 
the  same  partji  the  Company  were  in  the 
habit  of  charging  them  in  the  aggregate  ae- 
oording  to  the  parcels  rates  where  the  ag- 
gregate weight  did  not  exceed  600  lbs.,  and 
according  to  the  lower  or  tonnage  rates 
where  the  aggregate  weight  exceeded  600 
lbs.  Whereas  if  A.  B.  brooght  a  number 
of  separate  parcels  or  packages  of  the  same 
kind  to  the  Company  to  be  carried,  which 
(though  addressed  also  to  the  different  ulti- 
mate consignees  for  whom  they  were  intend- 
ed) bore  a  separate  address  to  A.  B.|  and  at 
the  end  of  the  journey  were  received  by  him 
or  his  agents  from  the  Company,  the  Com- 
pany charged  A.  B.  for  each  parcel  or  pack- 
age separately.  If  (as  occasionally  hap- 
pened), amongst  a  number  of  separate 
packages  so  brought  by  A.  B.  to  the  Com- 
pany to  be  carried,  two  or  more  of  the  same 
kind  were  found  to  be  addressed  to  the  same 
ultimate  consignee,  the  Company  aggregated 
those  which  were  so  addressed  to  the  same 
ultimate  consignee,  but  refused  to  aggregate 
the  others:  Held,  that  the  Company  were 
justified  in  so  charging. 

V.  In  the  case  of  the  same  Company  it  ap- 
peared that,  on  various  occasions  since  the 
publication  of  the  scale  bills,  A.  B.  brought 
and  delivered  goods  to  the  Company  to  be 
conveyed,  for  the  conveyance  of  which 
goods  the  Company  demanded,  and  A.  B. 
paid,  sums  exceeding  the  rates  specified  in 
the  scale  bills.  These  sums  were,  in  some 
instances,  demanded  by  the  Company's  ser- 
vants through  mistake ;  in  other  instances, 
the  demand  was  made  intentionally:  Con- 
cessum,  that  this  claim  of  the  Company 
could  .not  be  supported. 

VL  Semhle,  tha^  in  order  to  entitle  the  above 
Company  to  make  any  of  the  above  charges, 
they  were  not  bound  to  affix  to  their  toll- 
houses, Ac»,  boards  indicating  the  amount 
of  their  rates  and  tolls;  but  Held  that,  if 
they  even  were,  their  having  neglected  to 
do  so  did  not  entitle  A.  B.  to  reoover  back 
as  money  had  and  received,  any  of  the  above 
payments  made  by  him.  Oar  ton  and  atM»- 
tUr  V.  TkeBrUtoland  EaeeUrBailwa^  Corn- 
pang,  112 

BROKBIL 

The  defendants,  merchants  and  shIpbrokefB  at 
Bristol,  who  had  before  acted  as  agents  for 
the  plaintifb,  merebaats  al  Liverpool,  in 
•hipping  iron,  offered  to  them  some  **  good 
•Id  scrap  iron"  beloBgIng  to  0.  (for  whom 
they  were  also  aetiag  as  brokers),  speeUying 
the  descriptive  quality  and  price  of  the  iron. 


The  plaintiffs  asked  for  an  offer  of  cost  and 
freight  from  Bristol  to  Rotterdam,  and  a 
frurther  description  of  the  iron.  The  de- 
fendants wrote  and  gave  the  description; 
and  afterwards  wrote  naming  a  ship,  and 
the  rate  of  freight  The  plaintiffs  agreed 
to  purchase  the  iron  at  the  price  proposed, 
but  objected  to  the  ship ;  and  th«  iron  was 
subsequently  shipped  at  Bristol  on  board 
another  ship,  chartered  by  the  defendants  on 
behalf  of  plaintiffs.  The  sold  note  for  the 
iron,  sent  by  the  defendants,  was  signed  by 
0.,  and  sUted  the  iron  to  be  «  sold"  to  tha 
defendants  "  for  their  principals,"  and  to  bo 
**  weighed  and  delivered  alongside  a  vessel 
or  vessels."  The  defendants  received  no 
remuneration  from  the  plaintiffs,  but  re- 
oeived  commission  fr^m  0.  and  from  the 
owners  of  the  ship.  The  Iron  afterwards 
turned  oat  to  be  of  a  much  inferior  quality 
to  that  agreed  upon.  In  an  action  by  the 
plaintiffs  against  the  defendants  for  negli- 
gence in  accepting  and  shipping  at  Bristol, 
and  paying  0.  for,  iron  of  that  inferior 
quality:  Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  that  the  defendants  were  not  liable : 
that  they  acted  in  the  transaction  in  two 
eapacities,  vis.,  as  brokers  between  the  plain- 
tiffs and  0.,  in  negotiating  the  sale  of  the 
iron ;  and,  subsequently,  as  agents  for  plain* 
tiffs  in  receiving  and  forwardiog  the  iron : 
that  the  two  retainers  were  distinct;  and 
that,  as  shipping  agents  under  the  latter, 
the  defendants  were  not  bound,  and  had  no 
authority,  in  the  absence  of  any  usage  to 
that  effect,  to  accept  or  r^eot,  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiffs,  on  its  arrival  at  Bristol,  the 
iron  of  which  they  had  previously,  as  bro- 
kers only,  negotiated  the  purchase,  and  this 
judgment  was  affirmed  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber.  Zwilekenhart  and  oth«r§  v.  Alex- 
andtr  and  othtrw,  3S4 

BITRIAL-GROITND. 

Btat.  18  A  19  Viet  e.  138,  s.  18,  which  enacts 
that,  in  every  ease  in  whieh  any  order  in 
eouneil  is  issued  for  the  discontinuance  of 
burials  in  any  ehurehyard  or  burial-ground, 
the  Burial  Board  or  Churehwardens  shall 
M»^i»ft^tii  (Qch  ehurehyard  or  burial-ground 
of  any  parish  in  decent  order,  and  also  do 
the  necessary  repair  of  the  walls  and  other 
fences  thereof,  and  the  expenses  shall  be 
repaid  by  the  overseers,  upon  the  certificate 
of  the  Burial  Board  or  Churehwardens,  out  "^ 
of  the  poor-rate  of  the  parish  or  place  in 
whieh  sueh  churchyard  or  burial-ground  is 
situate,  unless  there  shall  be  some  other 
ftind  legally  chargeable  with  such  expenses, 
does  not  apply  to  a  burial-ground  which  is  , 
not  a  burial-ground  of  any  parish,  but  it 
the  property  of  private  persons.  The  Quetn 
V.  Th€  Burial  Board  for  the  Pariah**  of 
St,  John,  Ae.f  Jfsifcaslls  npon  Tjfne,         #79 
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CALLS. 


CHUBOH-RATE. 


CALLS. 


Su  COVPAITT. 


CARRIBB. 

jSRm  Commoh  Cabrub. 

CASE   FOR  OPINION   OF   SUPERIOR 

COURT. 

Sm  Quartxr  Skbsiobb,  Cam  rsbbryed  bt. 

CERTIFICATE. 

Of  Jiutiee  of  the  peaoe. 

Where,  Bsder  0  G.  4,  o.  81,  sb.  27-29,  b  eom- 
plaint  of  asBBalt  or  battery  haa  been  made 
to  two  jnsticee  of  the  peace,  who  dismisB 
the  eomplaint  and  girt  the  party  a  eertifi- 
eate  accordingly,  the  certificate  may  be 
pleaded  in  bar  to  an  indictment,  foonded 
on  the  same  facte,  charging  asaanlt  and  bat- 
tery, accompanied  by  maliciout  cutting  and 
wounding  so  at  to  cause  grierous  or  actual 
-bodily  hann.  7*A«  Que€n,  on  tk€  proMcuiion 
of  Finney,  t.  Elringtan  and  another,         688 

Of  registry.    See  Mbbchakt  Shippibo  Act. 

CHARITABLE  PURPOSES. 

The  Society  of  Licensed  Victuallers,  founded 
for  the  purpose  of  reliering  distressed  mem- 
bers from   its  funds,  was  incorporated  by 
Royal  charter.    The  Society  maintained  a 
achool  for  the  education,  free  of  charge,  of 
the  children  of  decayed  or  deceased  licensed 
Tietuallers;   and  possessed  a  school-house 
and  other  premises,  used  for  that  purpose. 
The  charter  provided  that  the  management 
of  the  Society  should  be  intrusted  to  a  Gov- 
ernor and  Committee :  and  that  the  members 
of  the  Society  should  meet  quarterly,  and 
should  have  power,  at  such   meetings,   to 
make  by-laws.    One  of  these  by-laws,  so 
made,  provided  that  these  quarterly  meetings 
should  be  held  on  the  premises  of  the  So- 
ciety's school,  or  at  such  other  place  as  the 
Governor  and  Committee    might  appoint 
These  meetings  were  accordingly  held  on  the 
premises.     On  appeal  by  the  Society  against 
a  poor-rate,  a  general  rate  for  defraying  the 
expenses  of  The  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act,  and  a  sewers-rate  for  deflraying 
the  expenses  of  the  main  drainage,  assessed 
upon  them  in  respect  of  the  premises  in 
*      question :  Held,  that  the  Society  had  a  ben- 
eficial occupation  of  the  premises,  and  were 
rateable  in  respect  of  them.     The  Queen  r. 
The  Qovemor  and  CommUUe  of  The  Lieeneed 
VietuaUere*  Society,  71 

[CHECK. 

Ob  Friday,  at  nine  o'clock  p.  m.,  defendant's  son 
ealled  at  the  retidence  of  plaintilFs*  salesman, 
five  miles  from  Blackburn,  and  paid  him  a 
«heck  on  a  Liverpool  bank.  The  salesman 
was  ill  at  the  time,  but  on  the  following  Mon- 


day  he  handed  the  oheek  to  the  plaiatifi  al 
their  plaee  of  boaineas  at  Blaokbam,  and  it 
waa  sent  off  the  same  day  by  the  plaiotila  to 
their  agents  at  Liverpool,  and  on  TaeadBj 
momiDg  it  was  preieBted  and  paynMnt 
ftiaed: 

Held,  that  there  waa  no  nnreasooaUo  1 
of  time  OB  the  plaintiffi'  part  in  presenting 
the  oheek  forpayment.  Fink  t.  Brooke,  981] 

CHURCH  RATE. 

I.  Declaration  against  Justices  of  the  penon 
alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was  rated  to  m 
church  rate,  which  waa  demanded  on  the 
8th  September,  1857 :  that  the  plaintiff  was 
summoned  for  non-payment  thereof  on  tlin 
6th  May,  1850 ;  that  at  the  hearing,  on  thn 
12th  May,  1859,  the  plaintiff  gave  evidenen 
that  the  rate  had  been  demanded  of  him, 
and  the   matter  of  complaint  had  ariacn 
more  than  six  months  before  the  complnial^ 
and  contended  that,  by  stat  11  A  12  Viet,  eu 
43,  s.  11,  the  defendants  had  no  Jurisdio- 
tion :  yet  the  defendants  made  an  order  for 
payment  of  the  rate,  which  order  had  been 
quashed.    Plea,  that  npon.  the  hearing  of 
the  complaint  it  waa  proved  that,  besides  the 
demand  of  the  rate  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned, the  same  was  again  demanded  on 
the  25th  March,  1859,  and  the  eomplaint 
waa  laid  within  six  calendar  months  fitvm 
the  time  of  that  demand.    Upon  demurrer, 
held,  that  it  waa  within  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fendants, as  Justices,  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion whether  a  complaint  was  made  within 
the  time  limited ;  and  therefore,  by  secL  1 
of  Stat.  11  k  12  Vict  e.  44,  the  action  waa 
not  maintainable  without  proof  of  malice 
and  want  of  reaaonable  and  probable  eanse. 
Sommerville  v.  Ifirehouee  and  another,     852 

II.  Declaratiou  against  justices  of  the  peace 
alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  were  mted  to  m 
church  rate,  the  validity  of  which  rate  was 
disputed  by  them;   that  they  were  anm- 
moned  for  non-payment  of  the  rate ;  that  at 
the  hearing  before  the  defendants,  the  plain- 
tiffs, in  good  faith  disputing  the  validity  of 
the  rate,  gave  the  defendants  notice  thereof: 
yet  the  defendants,  not  acting  bont  fide  in 
the  belief  that  they  were  acting  in  conform- 
ity to  law,  and  when  they  well  knew  that 
they  had  not  jurisdiction  to  proceed,  made 
an  order  for  payment  of  the  rate,  which 
order  waa  afterwards  quashed,  and  issued 
their  warrant  of  distress,  by  virtue  of  which 
the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs  were  distrained. 
Plea,  as  to  the  distraining  of  the  goods  of 
the  plaintiffa;  that  the  warrant  was  issued 
on  the  application  of  the  ehni«hwardens, 
and  executed  by  their  direotion  as  well  as  by 
the  command  of  the  defendants;  and  that 
the  plaintiffs  afterwards  recovered  jndg««nt 
in  replevin  against  the  ehnrehwardenk  Up- 
on demurrer,  held, 
1.  That  the  allegations  in  the  deelaiatipB 
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■Qfieiently  ihowvd  thai  the  d«liNid«at8  knew 
that  the  ralidity  of  the  nte  wm  boiift  flde 
diflpnted,  mod  that  proper  notice  thereof  waa 
giTon  to  them ;  and  thereforey  by  the  proriao 
to  leet.  7  of  itat  63  G.  Z,  e.  127,  they  aeted 
irithoat  Jmiadiction  in  making  the  order  and 


S.  The  notion  was,  therefore,  by  Beet  S 
of  Stat.  11  k  12  Viet.  e.  44,  mainUinable 
without  proof  of  malice  and  want  of  reaion- 
able  and  probable  eaoae. 

3.  SembUf  per  Blackbnm,  J.  If  the  de- 
fendants acted  erroneoQily  under  the  belief 
tliat  the  Talidiky  of  the  rate  waa  not  bonft 
flde  di^pnted,  the  action  would  be  within 
Mct  1  of  itat  11  A  12  Vict.  0.  44. 

4.  The  proTiao  in  lect  7  of  stat  53  0.  3, 
e.  127,  which  takea  away  the  Jariadietion 
of  jnatioea  where  the  ralidity  of  the  rate  is 
bon&  fide  dispated,  eztenda  to  Qnakeri. 
Pmm  and  ittker§  r.  Ckaytor  and  anotk&r,  658 

OLAIM. 
Jim  Lavss  Clavsis  CoirBOLisAnoH  Aor. 

CLERKSHIP,  ARTICLES  OF. 
Sm  Abtiolbb  of  Olirkbhip. 

COLONY,  LAW  OF. 
Sm  Ivboltsst,  IV. 

COMMON  CARRIER. 

1.  A  railway  Company,  carrying  on  bnaineBB 
aa  common  carrien  for  hire,  reftxied  to  re- 
ceiTO  certain  goodi  tendered  to  them  for  car- 
riage aa  snch,  nnlesB  the  sender  of  the  goods 
would  sign  a  condition  by  which  the  Com- 
pany were  not  to  be  answerable  "for  the 
loss,  detention,  or  damage  of  any  package 
insniBciently  or  improperly  packed,  marked, 
directed,  or  described" :  Held  an  ni^Qst  and 
unreasonable  condition,  both  at  common  law 
and  under  the  Railway  and  Canal  TralBc 
Act,  17  A  18  Vict  c.  31.  OarUm  and  ano- 
ther T.  Tk9  BriHol  and  RnUr  Railway 
Company,  112 

2.  StmhUj  per  Cockbnm,  C.  J.,  that  a  con- 
dition imposed  by  a  railway  Company  car- 
rying on  business  aa  common  carriers  for 
hire,  that  **  no  claim  for  damage  will  be  al- 
lowed unless  made  within  three  days  alter 
the  deliTciy  of  the  goods,  nor  for  loss  unless 
made  within  three  days  of  the  time  that 
they  should  be  dellTered,"  is  u^Juat  and  un- 
reasonable. Id. 

3.  A  railway  Company,  earrjring  on  busi- 
ness as  common  carriers  for  hire»  reftised  to 
reeeire  the  goods  of  A.  B.  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  tendered  after  a  quarter  paat 
fire  in  the  erentng,  although  they  did  receive 
the  goods  of  C.  D.  at  a  later  hour;  Held, 
that,  in  the  absence  of  ezplaaallon,  this  waa 

;    valawfU  eondnot  In  the  Company,  and  A. 


B.  having  sustained  damage  in  consequence 
of  i^  waa  entitled  to  reooTor  against  Uiem. 

Id. 
4.  A  declaration  alleged  that  a  railway 
Company,  carrying  on  basiness  as  common 
carriers  for  hire,  refused  to  cany  certain 
goods  unless  the  sender  of  the  goods  would 
sign  ocrtain  '<  unjust  and  unreasonable  con- 
ditions" :  Held,  that  this  allegation  was  sat- 
isfied by  proof  that  one  of  the  conditions  thus 
required  to  be  signed  was  ui\jnst  and  nnrea- 
sonableu  Id, 

COMMON  MEMORANDUM. 
Fire  per  cent,  clause  in. 
Ste  Marivi  Ihburahci,  IL  3. 

COMPANT. 

The  declaration  stated  that  the  defendant  was 
the  holder  of  fifty  shares  in  the  plaintiffs' 
Company,  and  indebted  in  respect  of  seven 
calls,  whereby  aa  action  had  aocmed  to  the 
plaintiffs  against  him  under  and  by  virtue 
of  their  deed  of  settlement  Pleas.  1.  Never 
indebted.  2.  That  the  defendant  was  not 
the  holder  of  the  shares.  3.  That  the  deed 
was  not  his  deed.  Replication  to  the  third 
plea,  setting  out  the  charter  of  incorpora- 
tion, whereby  Her  M^esty  willed  that  the 
capital  should  be  120,0002.  divided  into  6000 
shares :  that  all  the  proprietors  of  the  stock 
of  the  corporation  should  execute  a  deed  of 
settlement  whereby  the  capital  should  be 
divided  into  those  shares,  to  be  numbered  in 
regular  succession,  beginning  with  1,  and 
whereby  they  should  enter  into  covenants 
for  payment  of  the  sums  subscribed  by  them 
when  called  for :  that  such  a  deed  was  exe- 
cuted (various  clauses  were  set  forth),  and 
that  the  defendant  was  a  shareholder,  and 
had  paid  certain  calls.  Before  the  charter 
was  granted  the  brokers  to  the  Company  had 
put  down  the  name  of  the  defendant^  without 
his  authority,  as  an  applicant  for  shares,  and 
the  promoters  allotted  to  him  fifty  shares, 
and  sent  an  allotment  letter  informing  him 
thereof  and  requiring  a  deposit  of  12.  per 
share^  adding,  '<  and  on  your  execution  of 
the  deed  prepared  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  the  Royal  charter,  you  will 
be  entitled  to  fifty  share  certificates  of  the 
Company."  The  defendant  paid  the  deposit 
of  It  a  share.  The  charter  was  afterwards 
granted,  and  the  deed  prepared  and  exe- 
cuted by  many  shareholders,  hot  not  by 
the  defendant  In  the  deed  were  the  fol- 
lowing clauses,  which  were  substantially  tha 
Bame  as  those  contained  in  the  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1846, 8  A  9  Vict 
0.  10 :— 3.  The  shares  shall  be  numbered  in 
regular  succession,  beginning  with  1 ;  and 
every  share  shall  be  disUnguished  by  its 
separate  number. — 5.  Every  person  who 
•hall  hnve  subsf  ribed  the  prescribed  bub  t» 


1010 


COMPANY. 


GONSIDBBAnOir. 


the  eapltal,  or  tttIL  otberwlte  baTe  iMoome 
entitled  to  a  ihare  of  the  samey  and  whose 
name  shall  have  been  entered  on  the  reg- 
ister of  shareholders,  shaU  be  deemed  a 
shareholder. — 8.  The  oorporation  shall  keep 
a  book  to  be  called  "  The  Register  of  Bhar»- 
holders,"  in  which  shall  be  entered  the 
names  of  the  persons  entitled  to  shares,  to- 
gether with  the  nvmber  of  shares  to  which 
sach  persons  are  entitled,  distinguishing 
each  share  by  its  number,  and  the  amount  of 
instalments  paid  on  such  share. — 8.  A  certi- 
ficate of  ownership,  under  the  corporation 
seal,  shall  be  delirered  to  each  shareholder ; 
and  such  certificate  shall  specify  the  shan 
in  the  undertaking  to  which  such  share- 
holder is  entitled. — 06.  In  an  action  for 
calls,  it  shall  be  sufficient  to  declare  that  the 
defendant  is  owner  of  one  share  or  more 
"  (stating  the  number  of  shares),'*  and  is 
Indebted  in  respect  of  ^one  call  or  more, 
whereby  an  action  hath  aoemed  to  the  oor- 
poration by  yirtue  of  the  deed. — 66.  On  the 
trial  it  shall  be  sufflelent  to  prove  thai  the 
defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  eall,  was  a 
holder  of  one  sharo  or  more.-»It  was  npre- 
sented  by  the  proepeetns  issued  shortiy  be- 
fore the  date  of  the  charter,  and  by  the  let- 
tor  of  allotment,  that  no  mora  than  three 
eidls  should  be  made  until  the  Cempany's 
works  should  be  In  operation.  The  dsAad- 
aat  had  paid  four  eaUs,  b«t  reAised  la  pay 
the  calls  in  question. 

1.  Held  by  this  Court,  and  afllmed  by  the 
Bxchequer  Chamber,  that  shares  were  not 
created  so  as  to  make  the  alleged  owner  lia- 
ble to  calls. 

2.  Held,  by  the  Bzehequer  Chamber^  that 
the  defendant  was  not  a  shareholder,  at  he 
had  not  executed  the  deed  of  settiement. 

S.  Sembit,  that  after  aeeeptanee  of  the 
shares  and  payment  of  the  calls,  especially 
the  call  made  after  those  spedted  in  the 
prospectus  and  letter  of  aRotment,  and  Che 
eorrespondence  in  which  he  was  treated  as  a 
holder  of  shares,  and  as  he  knew  of  tho  ex- 
istence of  the  charter  and  the  deed,  the  de- 
fondant  could  not  say,  as  agidnst  the  ether 
shareholders  and  the  Company,  that  ha  was 
not  a  shareholder  by  reaeon  of  the  stipu- 
lations in  the  prospectus  and  letter  of  allot- 
ment not  hariag  been  carried  out.  The  Itiak 
Peat  Obmpanif  T.  PkUUpt,  59S 

iBOorporated  Joint  Stock  (limited). 

By  stot  19  k  20  Viet  e.  168,  s.  89,  in  eertoin 
cases,  if  a  defendant  objects  to  the  action 
being  tried  in  the  County  Court,  and  gives 
security  to  be  approved  of  by  the  registrari 
the  action  shall  be  stayed ;  and  by  sect.  70 
"  such  security  shall  be  at  tiio  cost  of  the 
party  giriag  it,  and  in  the  form  of  a  hond« 
with  sureties  to  the  other  party:"  and  in 
the  form  given  fai  the  Schedule  of  Forms  to 
010  Btiles  of  Fraetiea  of  the  County  Couts, 


(be  bond  purports  to  be  exeeuled  by  tha 
party  and  two  sureties :  Held,  That  wharw 
the  defondants  were  an  Incorporated  joint 
stock  Company,  limited,  it  was  witidn  the 
seope  of  their  general  authority  to  axeenta 
sueh  a  bond.  /«  re  Yvwmg  amd  fie  Br^mtp- 
ton,  Ckathamf  Ac,  WaUrworkM  Cbayawjf 
{limited),  675 

See  aUo  Bailwat  Coivaht. 

COHPBOMISE. 

L  The  oompromise  of  a  claim  may  be  a  good 
consideration  for  a  promise^  although  litiga- 
tion has  not  been  actually  commenced.  Cook 
and  oihen  y.  Wright,  659 

IL  The  de&ndaat  was  agent  for  B.,  the  non- 
resident owner  of  houses  in  a  district  subject 
to  a  local  Act  Works  had  been  done  by  the 
Commissioners  for  executing  the  Act^  the 
expenses  of  which,  under  tho  proyisions  of 
the  Act,  they  charged  on  the  owners  of  the 
adjoining  houses.  Notice  had  been  given  to 
the  defendant  as  if  he  had  been  owner  of 
these  houses,  calling  on  him  to  pay  tha  pr^ 
portion  chargeable  in  respect  of  them.  He 
attended  at  a  meeting  of  the  Commissioners^ 
and  objected  both  to  the  amount  and  natova 
of  the  charge,  and  also  stated  that  he  was 
not  the  owner  of  the  houses,  and  that  B. 
was.  He  was  told  that  if  he  did  not  pay, 
legal  proceedings  would  be  takaa  agsiait 
him.  In  tho  result,  the  amount  charged  up* 
on  the  delhndaat  was  reduced,  and  time  was 
given  to  him  to  pay  it  in  three  instslmentSy 
for  which  he  gave  three  promissory  notes. 
In  an  action  up  )n  the  notes  by  the  Com- 
missioners, Held,  that  there  was  a  sulBeieot 
consideration  for  the  notes  in  the  compro- 
mise. Id, 

CONCEALArBNT  OF  MATBBUL  FACT. 
^Im  JMwnAMCMt  XL 

CONDITION. 
89$  BaAAMAKJi  CoBunai^  UL IV. 

CONDITION  PBBCBDBNX. 
See  BxABOVABLB  Cominoir,  IL 

CONSBNT  OF  FABTIB8. 
&»  Matoaxus,  v.  VX  VIL 

CONSIDSBATION. 

L  Tha  Menhttt  Shipping  Aet»  IBM,  17  A  18 
Vict.  e.  104,  enacts  that  •*  the  aaitttcaia  of 
reglstij  shall  ba  weed  a^y  for  Iha  lawfol  na- 
Tigattett  of  the  ship,  and  shall  aa^ba  aalisBl 
to  detsottsn  by  reasott  ef  as^-  tflK  li«t 
charge^  or 


orelafaBta 
In  sash 


osiorinthashit 

n 

to 
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tnA  Mrtlfleato  when  in  hit  pofwarton  or 
under  hia  control  to  the  porson  for  the  time 
being  entitled  to  the  enstody  thereof  for  the 
pnTposei  of  eneh  lawftd  narigatlon,''  pro- 
ceedings may  be  taken  before  a  Jnitiee; 
^mnd  unless  it  is  proved"  ^that  there  was 
reasonable  eanse  for  snoh  refttsal,  the  offender 
titan  ineor  a  penalty  not  ezeeeding  100/." ; 
which,  or  any  part  of  which,  by  sect  524, 
the  Jnstiee  may,  if  he  think  fit,  direct  to 
be  applied  in  compensating  any  person  for 
damage  sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of 
the  wrongfhl  act  Held,  by  the  Conrt  of 
Queen's  Bench,  and  affirmed  in  the  Ezehe- 
oher  Chamber,  but  with  hesitation, 

1.  That  the  effect  of  sect.  50  is  to  make 
any  pledge  of  the  certifleate,  for  any  purpose 
whatever,  though  for  a  good  consideration, 
illegal  and  void ;  and,  consequently,  any  de- 
tainer of  a  certificate  so  pledged  IllcgaL 

2.  That,  where  the  person  entitled  to  the 
enstody  of  the  certificate  for  the  purposes 
of  navigation  is  also  the  owner  of  the  ship, 
he  has  a  right  of  action  against  the  party  so 
detaining  the  certificate,  in  addition  to  his 
remedy,  in  the  former  character,  by  a  com- 
plaint before  a  jnstiot.  And  this,  tbongh 
he  be  himself  the  pledger,  and  for  a  good 
consideration.  WUtg  r.  Crawford  and  Fen- 
toiek,  168 

IL  Qnsere,  by  the  Court  of  Qnecn'f  Bench, 
whether  an  aetion  at  law  would  lie,  by  the 
party  merely  entitled  to  the  enstody,  for  the 
detainer  made  unlawful  by  the  penal  part 
of  the  enactment.  If  it  would,  mmhU  that 
the  declaration  shouldp  in  that  ease,  arer 
absence  of  reasonable  cause.  Id, 

III.  The  compromise  of  a  claim  may  be  a  good 
consideration  for  a  promise,  although  litiga- 
tion has  not  been  actually  commenced.  Cook 
and  otkerM  r.  Wright,  650 

IV.  The  defendant  was  agent  for  B.,  the  non- 
resident owner  of  houses  in  a  district  nil^ect 
to  a  local  Act.  Works  had  been  done  by  the 
Commissioners  for  executing  the  Aot»  the 
expenses  of  which,  under  the  proriaiens  of 
the  Act,  they  charged  pa  the  owners  of  the 
adjoining  honses.  Notice  had  been  given  to 
the  defendant  as  if  he  had  been  owner  of 
these  houses,  calling  on  him  to  pay  the  pro- 
portion chargeable  in  respect  of  them.  He 
attended  at  a  meetiBg  of  the  Commissioners, 
and  ol^jeeted  both  to  the  amount  and  nature 
nf  the  charge^  and  also  stated  that  he  was 
not  the  owner  of  the  honses,  asd  that  B. 
was.  He  was  told  that  if  he  did  net  pay, 
legal  proceedings  would  he  taken  against 
him.  In  the  result,  the  amount  charged  np- 
en  the  defendant  was  fedneed,  end  tiase  was 
given  to  him  to  pay  it  in  three  InstnlaMnts, 
fK  whleh  he  gave  three  pfomissoiy  notes. 
In  an  action  upon  the  notsi  by  the  Cem- 
«iasiener%  Held,  that  then  i9«s  •  aaQeleat 
mmMuttittm  Ik  the  boImi  la  the  mmfto- 

Id. 


y.  Declnrstlon  stated  that.  In  consideration  of 
an  intended  marriage  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  daughter  of  W.  O.,  W.  T.,  the  fethei 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  W.  G.  verbally  promised 
to  give  their  children  marriage  portions; 
and  that  after  the  marriage  W.  O.  and  W. 
T.,  as  a  mode  of  giving  effect  to  their  said 
veiibal  promises,  entered  into  a  written 
agreement,  by  which  it  was  mutually  agreed 
that  they  should  pay  the  sums  of  200(.  and 
100/.  respectively  to  the  plaintiff,  and' that 
the  plaintiff  should  have  foil  power  to  sue 
for  the  same  in  any  Court  of  law  or  equity. 
Breach :  non-payment  of  the  2002.  by  W.  O^ 
or  by  the  defendant^  his  executor:  Held,  on 
demurrer,  that  the  action  was  not  maintain- 
able^ notwithstanding  the  near  relationship 
of  tlie  plaintiff  to  the  party  from  whom  the 
ooasiderKtion  moved*     TmtddU  v.  Aikinton, 

CONSTRUCTION  OP  CONTRACT. 

Delendwts  had  beoeme  responsible,  as  del 
credere  agents,  for  the  purchase  of  a  cargo 
of  wheat  of  firom  1800  to  2000  quarters,  to  h» 
shi^pfed  at  the  piioe  of  60s.  per  quarter  free 
on  board  at  Taganrog^  "and  including 
freight  and  insurance  to  any  safe  port  in  the 
United  Kingdom."  "  Psiyment  cash  in  Lon- 
don in  exchange  for  shipping  docoments." 
PlaintiiEs  tendered  the  following  shipping 
doouments  of  a  ^ugQ  answering  the  de- 
scription in  the  contract:  a  ehartar-party; 
a  bill  of  lading  and  provisional  invoice,  in 
both  of  which  the  cargo  was  stated  te  be 
I860  quarters,  at  60s.  per  quarter,  46262., 
less  freight^  at  lOt.  Od.  per  quarter,  lOOlL 
lOt. ;  and  «  policy  of  insurance  effbcted  on 
the  cargo  valued  at  3600<.  On  behalf  of  the 
plaintiib  evidence  was  given,  which  was  not 
oonlndicted,  that  the  poli^  tendered  was 
sufficient  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  ship- 
per ef  the  earge  at  the  time  of  shipment  In 
an  aetion  against  the  defendants  for  not 
pajiag  or  procuring  from  their  principal 
pigment  of  the  price  of  the  cargo,  they 
pleaded  that  plalatili  were  not  ready  and 
willing  to  tender,  nor  did  th^  tender,  "the 
asaal  shipping  documents"  according  to  the 
eontraet.  Held,  that  the  plaiatiffii  had  so 
tendered :  and  th^  were  not  bennd  to  ten- 
der, as  a  "shipping  docaaMnt,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  contrael,  a  poli^  covering 
the  ftdl  amount  of  the  bnyers*  risk  as  It  ap- 
peared by  the  provisional  invoice  and  bill 
of  lading.  7«mmmo  amd  mtktn  r.  Xaeos 
oa^eOirs^  186 

tCONTRACT. 
Sm  Bvibbvcb,  v.] 

OONTRADIOTINe  WITNESS. 
9m  If imss,  I. 

[CONVBBSIOiir. 
A  elHk  ef  M  faeeiporatid  fenpea J  aislfaMlMd 


1012 


CONVERSION. 


COUNTY. 


to  Mt  in  the  mstter  of  delivering  np  the 
plaintiff 'i  goodi  to  him,  refnaed  to  deliver 
them  np,  on  being  applied  to  by  the  plaintiff 
for  them,  without  a  written  order  for  the  de- 
livery : 

Held,  that  he  had  no  right  to  attaeh  soch 
a  condition  before  delivering  them  up,  and 
that  thii  was  ench  a  refusal  to  deliver  as 
wonici  bind  the  oompany.  BamUt  v.  Oryaial 
Palae*  Oompany,  984] 

CONVICTION  BY  JUSTICES  OF  THE 
PEACE,  Ac 

I.  On  a  summary  eonviotion,  under  stat  89 
A  40  a.  3,  c.  89,  s.  18,  for  unlawful  posses- 
sion of  naval  stores,  the  Commissioner  (or 
Superintendent,  since  stat.  2  A  t  W.  4,  o.  40, 
ss.  10, 11),  or  justioe  of  the  peaoe,  has  power, 
in  the  alternative,  either  to  inflict  a  fine  or 
to  imprison  with  hard  labour  without  im- 
posing a  fine. 

II.  Qnsere  whether,  in  the  latter  event,  an  ap- 
peal to  the  Quarter  Sessions  is  given  by  sect 
21of  ihatsUtuto? 

IIL  The  pendency  of  an  ^>peal  under  that 
section  has  not  the  effect  of  suspending  the 
operation  of  the  sentence. 

tV.  Summary  convictions  under  that  statute 
are  not  affected  by  stat  11  A  12  Vict  c.  43. 
Tk€  QH€€n  V.  Willmott,  27 

v.  An  indictment  under  stet  9  O.  4,  c.  69,  al- 
leged that  the  defondant,  on,  Ac,  was  duly 
convicted  before,  Ac,  three  justices  of  the 
peace,  for  that  he,  in  the  night  of  18th  De- 
cember, 1854,  by  night,  after  the  expiration 
of  the  first  hour  after  sunset,  and  before  the 
beginning  of  the  first  hour  before  sunrise, 
did  by  night  then  and  there  unlawfully 
enter  a  certein  close,  Ac,  with  a  gun,  for  the 
purpose  of  then  and  there  taking  and  de- 
stroying game,  contrary  to  the  sUtute,  Ac, 
and  was  adjudged  for  the  said  offence,  the 
same  being  his  first  offence,  Ac.  That  the 
defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  Ac,  was  duly 
convicted  before,  Ac,  two  justices  of  the 
peaoe,  Ac,  for  that  he,  in  the  night  of  24th 
November,  1868,  by  night,  unlawfully  did 
enter  and  be  in  and  upon  certain  enclosed 
land,  Ac,  with  certain  instruments,  for  the 

>  purpose  of  killing,  taking,  and  destroying 
game  thereon,  this  being  his  second  offence, 
contrary  to  the  form,  Ac,  and  was  acyndged 
for  his  said  offence,  Ac  That  the  defendant, 
after  he  had  been  so  twice  convicted  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  26th  November,  1860,  by 
night,  did  unlawfully  enter  and  be  in  and 
upon  certein  enclosed  land  for  the  purpose, 
by  night,  as  aforesaid,  of  therein  taking  and 
destroying  game,  and  was  then  and  there 
by  night  unlawfully  in  the  said  land,  with 
a  certein  gun  and  other  instrumento,  for  the 
purpose,  by  night  as  aforesaid,  of  therein 
taking  and  destroying  game,  against  the 
form  of  the  stotnte,  Ac :  Held,  that  this  in- 
dietaent  was  good,  seeing  that  It  did  not 


profess  to  set  out  the  prior  convictions  ''la 
hsBC  verba."  Cunton  v.  TJU  Quetm  (m  cr- 
ror),  308 

VI.  Qumr§,  whether  it  was  not  good  at  all 
evento  ?  Id, 

VIL  A  conviction,  under  stet  9  G.  4,  e.  69, 
alleging  that  the  defendant  by  night,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  first  hour  after  sunset, 
and  before  the  beginning  of  the  first  hour 
before  sunrise,  did  by  night  then  and  th«re 
unlawfully  enter  a  certein  dose,  Ac,  with  a 
gun,  for  the  purpose  of  then  and  there  tak- 
ing and  destroying  game^  contrary  to  tba 
sUtute,  Ac,  is  good.  /dL 

VIIL  QtuMTt,  per  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  and  Hill, 
J.,  as  to  the  decision  in  Fleteher  c  Calthrop, 
6  Q.  B.  880  (B.  C.  L.  R.  voL  61)  ?  IiL 

[CORPORATION. 

Effect  of  subsequent  legislation  on  Contzaets, 
Ac    Set  brsuRAKCB  Coxpaht.] 

CORROBORATION. 
8e9  AcooMPUCB. 

COSTS. 
Sm  AoTioir  oir  JusavBiiT. 

COUNTY. 
Court. 

I.  A  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  the  Lords  Cobb* 
missioners  of  the  Treasury  to  compel  them 
to  pay  a  debt  incurred  by  a  County  Conrt; 
and  this  oven  althoagh  Parliament  has,  vpoa 
an  estimate  made  by  the  Commissioners  of 
the  Tressury,  voted  a  sum  for  the  salaries 
and  expenses  of  the  County  Courts  for  the 
year.  In  the  matter  of  the  horde  Cammio- 
eionere  of  the  Treaewy,  ex  parU  WeJmaiejf, 

81 

II.  By  stet  1 9  A  20  Vict  c  108,  s.  89,  in  certain 
cases,  if  a  defi»ndant  ol^eete  to  the  action 
being  tried  in  the  County  Court,  and  gives 
security  to  be  approved  of  by  the  rsgistrar, 
the  action  shall  be  steyed ;  and  by  sect  70 
"  such  security  shall  be  at  the  cost  of  ths 
party  giving  it»  and  in  the  form  of  a  bond, 
with  sureties  to  the  other  party:"  and  in 
the  form  given  in  the  Schedule  of  Fonns  to 
the  Rules  of  Practice  of  the  Connty  Courts, 
the  bond  purporte  to  be  ezecnted  by  the 
party  and  two  sureties:  Held, 

1.  That  the  registrar  could  not  decline  to 
approve  a  bond,  on  the  gronnd  that  the  da> 
fondant  was,  by  law,  incompetent  to  exeeate 
a  bond. 

2.  That  where  tb*  disfendante  were  an 
incorporated  joint  stock  Company,  limited, 
it  was  within  the  scope  of  their  general  an- 
thority  to  execute  such  a  bond,  /b  re  FoMy 
and  The  Brompion,  Chatham,  Se.,  Ifafcr- 
morke  (kmpany  {limited),  9f$ 

III.  Rule  16  of  a  flrlendly  soeisty  provided, 
that  a  dispute  of  any  kind  whatsoevnr  aris- 
lag  uBdsr  the  ralsi  sho«ld  ba  rsfsnnd  It  a 


OOUNTr. 
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oommittee.  By  rule  22,  any  member  in  the 
reoeipt  of  the  gilts  of  the  Society  l>eing 
found  imposing  on  the  Society  was  to  be 
expelled.  A  member  of  the  Society  in  the 
reo«ipt  of  pay  was  charged  with  receiring 
fall  pay  when  he  was  only  entitled  to  half 
pay,  and,  the  matter  being  referred  to  a 
eommittee  under  rule  10,  he  was  expelled, 
but  without  being  heard  before  the  commit- 
tee. Upon  application  for  a  mandamus  to 
reinstate  him  as  a  member  of  the  Society, 

1.  Held  by  Crompton,  Blackburn,  and  Mel- 
lor,  Js.,  Cock  bum,  C.  J.,  dubitante,  that  the 
County  Court  had  Jurisdiction,  under  stat. 
18  k  19  VicL  e.  63,  ss.  41,  42,  to  order  him 
to  be  reinstated,  if  he  had  been  improperly 
expelled. 

2.  QuiMrt,  whether  this  was  a  dispute 
within  rule  10 ;  but,  if  it  was,  held  that  the 
County  Court  might  order  the  Society  to 
hear  the  applicant   Ex  parte  Woolridge,  844 

Rate. 

Stat  15  A  10  Vict  c.  81,  ss.  32,  34,  and  85, 
which  provides  for  the  collection  of  the 
county -rate  in  parishes  situate  partly  within 
boroughs  and  partly  without,  applies  only 
to  boroughs  **  not  subject  to  contribute  to 
the  county-rate;"  and  therefore,  where  a 
parish  is  situate  partly  within  a  borough 
which  contributes  to  the  county -rate,  a  sepa- 
rate rate  towards  the  expense  of  the  county 
police  oannot  be  made  upon  the  part  without 
the  borough,  though  the  part  within  it  is 
goremed  by  a  local  Act,  under  which  police 
eonstables  are  appointed  and  paid.  The 
Qmeen  r.  The  Overwera  of  Huddenjield,   901 

CRIMINATE. 

Questions  tending  to.    See  WiTiriBB,  Pbiti- 
Liai  OF  uf  Not  AxswiaiHa. 

CURATE'S  SALARY. 

See  Tithe  Coxxutatiox  Rimt  Charos,  L  II. 
IV.  V. 

CUSTOM. 

8€9  MixB,  [and  Btidxitob,  V.] 

DAMAGES. 

I.  A.,  professing  to  have  authority  from  the 
owners  of  certain  premises,  granted  a  parol 
lease  of  them  for  seven  years  to  B.,  and  let 
him  into  possession.  The  owners,  disavow- 
ing the  authority  of  A.,  demanded  possession 
of  the  premises  from  B. ;  and,  on  his  reftisal, 
brought  an  ^eetmeot  against  him.  B.,  rely- 
ing on  a  statement  of  A.  that  he  had  autho- 
rity to  act  as  he  did,  and  that  the  ^eetment 
would  not  be  persevered  in,  and  also  on  the 
•dviee  of  his  own  attorney,  defended  the 
f^eetmeiit,  but  nnsnoeessftiUy,  and  was  turn- 
ed out  of  possession.  B.  having  brought 
att  aetion  against  A.  for  this  CiUio  Minmptlon 
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of  authority,  the  Jury  found  that  A.  had  acted 
bon&  fide  and  without  fraud,  and  through 
a  misapprehension  that  he  had  authority. 
Held  that  B.  was  not  entitled  to  recover  as 
damages  against  A.  the  costs  incurred  in 
defending  the  ejectment  Pow  v.  Davi§,  220 
IL  Real  estate  had  been  devised  to  the  defend- 
ant in  trust  to  sell,  who  put  a  part  of  it  up  for 
sale,  which  the  plaintiff  agreed  to  buy,  and 
was  accepted  as  the  purchaser.  The  defend- 
ant was  aware  that  he  could  not  make  a  title 
free  from  encumbrance,  as  by  a  marriage 
settlement  the  land  was  vested  in  trustees  to 
secure  an  annuity  to  the  widow  of  the  de- 
visor, but  he  had  obtained  from  her  a  parol 
promise  that  in  the  event  of  the  sale  she 
would  transfer  her  security  to  another  pro* 
perty.  After  the  sale  the  widow  refViBed  to 
assent  to  this,  and  the  bargain  went  off  in 
consequence.  In  an  action  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  defendant  for  not  completing  the 
bargain,  the  jury  found  that  the  defendant 
bon&  fide  believed  that  he  would  be  able  to 
make  to  the  purchaser  a  good  title  free  from 
encumbrance,  and  that  he  had  reasonable 
grounds  for  so  believing : 

1.  Held,  that  the  plaintiff,  although  enti- 
tled to  recover  his  deposit  and  the  expenses 
of  investigating  the  title,  was  not  entitled  to 
recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  his  bargain : 
per  Wightman  -and  Blackburn,  Js.,  iissent- 
iente  Coekbum,  C.  J. 

2.  Conceuum,  on  the  authority  of  Poun- 
sett  V.  Fuller,  17  C.  B.  000,  that  the  expenses 
attendant  on  an  attempt  which  was  made, 
after  the  bargain  was  oll^  to  enter  into  a 
fresh  arrangement  could  not  be  recovered. 
SiktB  V.  Wild  and  other;  687 

See  Maihhb  Ihsuramcb. 

DEBT,  BXTINQUISHMBNT  OF. 

H.  recovered  judgment  in  an  action  against 
S.,  and  issued  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  under  which 
8.'s  goods  were  seized.  On  an  interpleader 
issue  between  H.  and  M.,  who  claimed  the 
goods  of  S.  which  were  so  seised,  M.  had  a 
verdiet,  and  obtained  an  order  for  his  costs, 
which  were  taxed.  H.  issued  a  writ  of  ca. 
sa.  against  S.,  who  was  arrested.  M.  ob- 
tained a  Judge's  order,  under  s.  01  of  Th/ 
Common  Law  Procedure  Aot»  1864,  17  A  18 
Vict  e.  126,  to  attach  the  debt  due  from  S. 
to  H. ;  and  the  amount  was  allowed  in  ae- 
eount  between  M.  and  H.  S.  having  obtained 
an  order  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody  in 
the  action  of  H.  «.  S. :  Held,  that  M.  was  a 
judgment-creditor  of  H.  within  the  meaning 
of  sect  01 :  and  that  the  arrest  of  8.,  the 
garnishee,  did  not  extinguish  his  debt  to  H., 
or  bar  M.'s  right  to  attach  it  under  thai 
•eetioB.    Sartlejf  v.  ShtmwelL    Marplee  v. 


Hartley, 


Of 


BBOLARATION. 
penoa.    St  JtmrnxeE,  TSL 
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DEED. 


EVIDBNCE. 


DEED. 
Ste  AaRBBinVT,  I. 
Of  letUemenL    Stt  Coxpaxt,  I. 

[DELIYERT. 
When  property  pasaes.    See  QvnJ] 

DEPARTURE. 

Deelftration  for  goodi  bargained  and  lold,  and 
goods  bargained,  sold,  and  deliyered.  Plea, 
infaney.  Replioation  on  equitable  groands, 
that  the  defendant^  at  the  time  of  the  accru- 
ing of  the  causes  of  action,  with  knowledge 
of  hia  true  age,  falsely  and  fraudulently 
represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  he,  the  de- 
fendant, was  of  foil  age,  whereby  the  plain- 
tiff was  induced  to  enter  into  Uie  contract 
and  supply  the  goods.  On  demurrer,  held, 
that  the  replication  was  a  departure  from 
he  declaration.    BnrtUU  r.  WelU,         830 

DETENTION  OF  CERTIFICATE. 
See  MBBcnAHT  Saippna  Act. 

DEVISE. 

A  testater  devised  dwelling-houses  to  trustees 
for  the  life  of  his  niece  M.  8.,  upon  trust  to 
permit  her  to  take  the  rents  and  profits  of 
the  same  during  her  life ;  and  from,  and  im- 
mediately after  the  decease  of  his  niece 
unto  her  issue,  to  be  equally  diyided  amongst 
them  at  their  respectiTc  ages  of  twenty-one 
years  or  days  of  marriage,  and  to  the  heirs 
and  assigns  of  such  issue  respectiyely :  and 
if  any  of  such  issue  should  be  under  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years  at  the  decease  of 
his  niece,  he  directed  an  equal  share  of  the 
rents  and  profits  to  be  appropriated  towards 
the  education  and  maintenance  of  such  issue 
as  should  not  have  attained  the  age  of 
twenty-one  at  the  decease  of  his  niece :  and 
if  his  niece  should  die  leaving  only  one  child, 
then  unto  such  only  child,  and  his  or  her 
heirs,  as  soon  as  he  or  she  should  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one.  But  in  ease  his  niece 
should  die  without  leaving  any  issue  of  her 
body  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  or  in  case 
all  such  issue  should  die  under  the  age  of 
.twenty-one  years  and  unmarried,  then  to  his 
brother's  children.  M.  S.  married  and  had 
»eBe  daughter,  who  attained  the  age  of  twen- 
ity-one  years,  but  died  in  the  lifetime  of  M. 
.  8.  unmarried :  Held,  that,  if  an  estate  in  fee 
in  remainder  vested  in  the  daughter  of  M.  8. 
:upon  her  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one 
.years,  such  estate  was  divested  upon  her 
death  in  the  lifetime  of  M.  8.  Yomng  and 
SkeUon  V.  Tkmer,  650 

:S0e  alsoriWAY. 

DISCHARGE, 
n.  Of  iBiOlvent  debtor.    See  lM»oi*rmMT. 
HL  Of  Josy.    SeeJw* 


DOCK  WARRANT. 
See  Faotob,  IL 

DONATIO  MORTIS  CAUSA. 

A  policy  of  life  Insurance  may  be  the  Bwlyoet 
of  a  donatio  mortis  causft.  Witt,  etdmkne- 
traUn;  T.  Ami;  109 

DOUBLE  PLEADING. 

Information  by  the  Attorney-General  for  bri- 
bery at  an  election  of  a  member  of  Parii*> 
ment.  Plea,  not  guilty.  At  the  trial,  a  ma- 
terial and  necessary  witness  for  the  Crown 
refused  to  give  evidence,  and  was  committed 
for  contempt ;  whereupon,  at  the  application 
of  the  counsel  for  the  Crown,  the  defendant 
objecting,  the  Judge  discharged  the  jury 
from  giving  any  verdict:  The  Court  re- 
fused to  allow  the  defendant  to  add  a 
plea  puis  darrein  continuance,  stating  tba 
above  facts :  on  the  ground  that  this  would 
be  to  allow  double  pleading  •  and  lUao,  aa 
the  facts  would  be  aet  out  on  the  record,  tihe 
defendant  could  take  advantage  of  them. 
The  Queen  v.  CkarUeworth,  44W 

EMANCIPATION. 

See  Rbxotabujtt. 

EQUITABLE  GROUNDS,  REPLICATION 

ON. 

Declaration  for  goods  bargained  aad  aold,  and 
goods  bargained,  sold  and  delivered.  Plea, 
infaney.  Replication  on  equitable  grounds, 
that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  aeern- 
ing  of  the  causes  of  action,  with  knowledge 
of  his  true  age,  falsely  and  fraudulently 
represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  he,  the  de- 
fendant was  of  full  age,  whereby  the  plain- 
tiff was  induced  to  enter  into  the  contract 
and  supply  the  goods.    On  demurrer,  held, 

1.  That  the  replication  was  no  answer  to 
the  plea  either  at  law,  or  aa  an  equitable  re- 
plication, under  sect  85  of  The  CooimoB 
Law  Procedure  Act  1854, 17  A  18  Vict.  e. 
125. 

2.  That  it  was  a  departure  frt>m  the  decla- 
ration.   BartlettY,  Welle,  99$ 

EVIDENCE. 

I.  In  an  action  against  a  nulway  Company  to 
recover  a  piece  of  superfluous  land  whiA 
the  Company  were  bound  to  dispose  of  within 
ten  years  after  it  had  been  acquired  by 
them,  the  plaintiff  proposed  to  show  that, 
thirteen  years  after  that  time,  the  Company 
put  the  land  up  for  sale  by  public  aaetioa  aa 
superfluous  land.  In  order  to  prove,  this^ 
the  auctioneer  was  called  as  a  witBea,  arho 
deposed  that  he  had  received  his  inalne- 
tioqs  for  the  sale  firom  one  of  the  dii 
of  the  Company,  and  also  fhns  a 
who  had  acted  as  their  solicitor  on 
lalea  of  land:  held,  that  this  was  mot* 


EVIDENCE. 
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primH  facie  proof  that  the  fale  wat  by  the 
aathority  of  the  Company ;  although  more 
than  tweWe  months  had  elapsed  between 
the  sale  and  the  trial.  Moody  ▼.  The  Lon- 
don, Brighton,  and  South  CoaH  Railway 
ComiMtny,  290 

II.  The  grounds  of  remoral  of  a  female  pau- 
per stated  a  deriTative  settlement  from  her 
great-grandfather ;  and  alleged  an  aoknow- 
ledgment  of  that  settlement  by  relief  given 
to  her  great-grandmother,  and  by  a  ooUate- 
ral  relation  haying  been  removed  to  the 
parish.  On  the  trial  of  an  appeal  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions  against  the  order  of  remo- 
ral, the  respondents  oiTered  evidenee  to  show 
the  removal  to  the  appellant  parish  of  ano- 
ther collateral  relation — the  wife  of  a  grand- 
son of  the  common  ancestor — on  a  settle- 
ment also  derived  from  him.  This  evidence 
was  objected  to,  but  received,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  its  admissibility  was  reserved  for  this 
Court :  HeM, 

Per  Hill  and  Crompton,  Js.,  dubitante 
Cockbnm,  0.  J.,  that  the  evidence  was  re- 
ceivable. The  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitant  of 
Buyton,  554 

IIL  On  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal 
of  a  female  pauper,  it  was  shown  that  the 
father  of  the  pauper's  husband  had  occupied 
and  paid  rent  for  a  tenement  in  the  appellant 
parish.  In  order  to  prove  the  amount  of 
that  rent,  the  respondents'  counsel  offered 
to  show  that,  whilst  in  occupation  of  that 
tenement,  the  father  said  to  his  son  that  he 
occupied  the  same  as  tenant  at  an  annual 
rent  of  20/. :  held,  that  the  evidence  was  ad- 
missible. The  Queen  v.  The  Ocereeere  o/ 
Birmingham,  763 

TV.  ScintiUa  ot 

Per  Crompton,  J. — The  doctrine  that  if  there 
is  only  a  scintilla  of  evidence  for  the  jury, 
the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  not  to  be  disturbed, 
is  now  exploded.  Jlellore  v.  Shaw  and  Un- 
win,  437 

[V.  Custom. 

By  the  custom  of  trade,  when  timber  is  sold 
in  bond  at  a  sale  by  auction  in  London,  the 
buyer  contracts  to  buy  at  a  price  including 
the  duty  payable,  and  he  may,  by  giving 
notice  on  the  following  day  so  to  do,  elect  to 
take  the  timber  in  bond,  and  if  he  does  so, 
he  is  then  only  bound  to  pay  the  price  less 
the  duty.  On  the  lOtb  February,  1860,  de- 
fendant bought  timber  in  bond  at  a  sale  by 
auction  at  a  price  including  duty,  the  con- 
tract to  be  completed  within  fourteen  days, 
and  the  Chancellor  of  the  Kzchequer,  on  the 
evening  of  that  day,  gave  notice  that  a  reso- 
lution would  be  moved  to  reduce  the  duty  on 
timber,  and  ^e  accordingly  moved  and  carried 
such  a  resolution  on  the  8th  March.  An 
Act  of  Parliament  passed  to  that  effect  on 
Uie  5t>  ^ay,  th^  Ruction  commencing  from 
'tiU  8tii  Maroh.    On  the  Uth  Febraary,  the 


defendant  gave  notice  to  the  seller  that  he 
elected  to  take  the  timber  in  bond,  and  on 
the  24th  February  offered  the  price  less  the 
then  duty,  which  the  plaintiffs  refused  to 
take,  and  they  also  refused  to  giv^  a  delivery 
order  for  the  timber.  In  an  action  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  recover  the  price  of  the  timber : 

Held,  first,  that  the  custom  was  receivable 
in  evidence : 

Secondly,  that,  under  these  circumstances, 
it  was  applicable  to  the  contract,  and  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  judgment.  Clark 
and  Othert  v.  Smallfield,  085] 

EXECUTOR. 

Where  a  person  is  assessed  to  the  poor-rate  in 
respect  of  his  own  property,  and  is  also  ex- 
ecutor of  a  person  whose  executors  are  as- 
sessed in  respect  of  property  of  the  deceased, 
he  is  entitled  to  vote  at  a  vestry,  under  68 
O.  3,  c.  69,  if  the  two  assessments  make  up 
the  required  amount     The  Queen  v.  Kirhy, 

647 

EXTINGUISHMENT  OF  DEBT. 
^e«  Djbbt. 

FACTOR. 

I..  The  Factors'  Acts,  6  O.  4,  c.  94,  and  5  A  6 
Vict  0.  39,  do  not  apply  to  the  case  of  mas- 
ter and  servant   Lamh  v.  Attenhorough,  831 

II.  Where  a  wine  merchant  gave  authority  to 
his  clerk  to  sign  delivery  orders  in  his  mas- 
ter's name,  and  receive  dock  warrants  in  his 
own,  which  he  likewise  authorised  him  to 
pledge  for  the  purposes  of  the  master's  busi- 
ness, the  clerk  having  fraudulently  deposited 
some  of  these  dock  warrants  with  a  pawn- 
broker as  a  security  for  money  bon&  fide 
lent  to  him :  held,  that  the  clerk  was  not  an 
agent  within  the  Factors'  Acts,  6  6.  4,  c.  94, 
and  5  A  6  Vict  e.  39,  and  consequently,  that 
the  merchant  was  entitled  to  recover  the 
dock  warrants  from  the  pawnbroker.        Id. 

FRAUD. 
See  Pliadxno,  Bquitablv. 

FRAUDS. 
Statute  of.    See  Statute  of  Fraubi. 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETY. 

Rule  16  of  a  friendly  society  provided,  that 
a  dispute  of  any  kind  whatsoever  arising 
under  the  rules  should  be  referred  to  a 
committee.  By  rule  22,  any  member  in  the 
receipt  of  the  gifts  of  the  Society  being 
found  imposing  on  the  Society  was  to  be 
expelled.  A  member  of  the  Society  in  tha 
receipt  of  pay  waa  eharged  with  receiving 
ftiU  pay  when  he  was  only  entitled  to  half 
pay,  and,  the  matter  being  referred  to  a 
eommittea  under  mto  16,  he  was  ezptlk^r 
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bnt  without  being  heard  before  the  commit- 
tee. Upon  application  for  a  mandamas  to 
reinstate  him  as  a  member  of  the  Society, 

1.  Held  by  Crompton,  Blaokbuni,  and  Mel- 
lor,  Js.^  Coolcbam,  C.  J.,  dubitante,  that  the 
County  Court  had  juriBdlction,  under  itat 
18  A  19  Vict  c.  63, 18.  41,  42,  to  order  him 
to  be  reinitated,  if  he  had  been  improperly 
expelled. 

2.  Qttixre,  whether  this  was  a  dispute 
within  rule  16 ;  but,  if  it  was,  held  that  the 
County  Court  might  order  the  Society  to 
hear  the  applieanL  E*  paru  Woolridgt,  844 

GAME. 

I.  An  indictment  under  stat  9  G.  4,  c.  69,  al- 
leged that  the  defendant,  on,  Ac,  was  duly 
convicted  before,  Ac,  three  justices  of  the 
peace,  for  that  he,  in  the  night  of  18th  De- 
cember, 1854,  by  night,  after  the  expiration 
of  the  first  hour  after  sunset,  and  before  the 
beginning  of  the  first  hour  before  sunrise, 
did  by  night  then  and  there  nnlawfhlly 
enter  a  certain  dose,  Ac,  with  a  gun,  for  the 
purpose  of  then  and  there  taking  and  de- 
ftroying  game,  contrary  to  the  statute,  Ac, 
and  was  adjudged  for  the  said  offence  the 
same  being  his  first  offence,  Ac  That  the 
defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  ^c,  wai  duly 
convicted  before,  Ae.,  two  Justices  of  the 
peace,  Ac,  for  that  he,  in  the  night  of  24th 
NoTomber,  1858,  by  night,  unlawfhlly  did 
enter  and  be  in  and  upon  certain  enclosed 
land,  Ac,  with  certain  instruments,  for  the 
purpose  of  killing,  taking,  and  destroying 
game  thereon,  this  being  his  seeond  offence, 
contrary  to  the  form,  Ac,  and  was  a^ndged 
for  his  said  offence,  Ac  That  the  defendant, 
after  he  had  been  so  twice  eonvicted  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  25th  November,  1860,  by 
night,  did  unlawfhlly  enter  and  be  in  and 
upon  certain  enolosed  land  for  the  purpose, 
by  night,  as  aforesaid,  of  therein  taking  and 
destroying  game,  and  was  then  and  there 
by  night  unlawfully  in  the  said  land,  with 
a  certain  gun  and  other  instruments,  for  the 
purpose,  by  night  as  aforesaid,  of  therein 
taking  and  destroying  game,  against  the 
form  of  the  statute,  Ae. :  Held,  that  this  in- 
dictment was  good,  seeing  that  it  did  not 
profess  to  set  out  the  prior  convictions  "  in 
hsBC  verba."  Curwton  v.  TA«  Qnttn  {in  er- 
ror), 208 

IL  Qmare,  whether  it  was  not  good  at  all 
events?  Id. 

III.  A  conviction,  under  itat  9  G.  4,  c  69, 
alleging  that  the  defendant  by  night,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  first  hour  after  sunset^ 
and  before  the  begianing  of  the  first  how 
before  sunrise,  did  by  night  then  and  there 
vnlawfnUy  enter  a  certain  elose^  Ac,  with  a 
Ipin,  for  the  purpose  of  then  and  there  tak- 
ing and  destroying  gam%  eontrary  to  the 
•tatnte,  Ac,  la  good.  AL 

17.  Quairt,  per  Coekbiini  0.  J.,  and  mi,  J., 


as  to  the  deeision  in  Fleteher  e.  Callhrop>,  i 
Q.  B.  880  r     CurtUm  v.  Tie  Quaem,  208 

GARNISHEE. 

H.  reeovered  judgment  in  an  action  against 
8.,  and  issued  a  writ  of  ft.  fa.,  under  which 
S.'s  goods  were  seised.  On  an  interploader 
issue  between  H.  and  M.,  who  claimed  the 
goods  of  8.  which  were  so  seised,  M.  had  a 
verdict,  and  obtained  an  order  for  hie  eosts, 
which  were  taxed.  H.  issued  a  writ  of  ei^ 
sa.  against  S.,  who  was  arrested.  M.  ob- 
tained a  Judge's  order,  under  s.  61  of  The 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  17  A  18 
Vict  c  125,  to  attach  the  debt  doe  from  8. 
to  H.;  and  the  amount  was  allowed  in  ae- 
0ount  between  M.  and  H.  8.  having  obtained 
an  order  to  be  discharged  out  of  custody  in 
the  aotion  of  H.  v.  8. :  Held,  that  M.  was  a 
judgment-creditor  of  H.  within  the  meaning 
of  seot  61 :  and  that  the  arrest  of  S.,  the 
garnishee,  did  not  extinguish  his  debt  to  R, 
or  bar  M.'s  right  to  attach  it  under  that 
seotion.  HartUy  t.  SkemwtlL  Miarplm  r. 
Hardty,  1 

GENERAL. 
Average.    See  Atsba«i. 
Issue 

I.  SUt  5  A  6  Vict,  c  97,  s.  3,  which  repeals 
so  much  of  any  clause  in  any  Act  com- 
monly called  public  local  and  personal,  or 
local  and  personal,  or  in  any  Act  of  a  loeal 
and  personal  nature,  whereby  parties  are  en- 
titled to  plead  the  general  issue  only  and 
to  give  any  special  matter  in  evidence,  is  by 
its  preamble  confined  to  actions  ''for  any 
matter  done  in  pursuance  of  or  under  the 
authority  of  the  said  Acts ;"  and  therefore 
does  not  repeal  stat.  11  G.  1,  e.  30,  s.  43,  by 
which  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance,  and 
The  London  Assurance  Corporations  are  en- 
abled, in  all  actions  of  covenant  against 
them  upon  any  policy,  to  plead  generally 
that  they  have  not  broken  Uie  covenants  in 
such  policy,  Ac  Carr  and  another  v.  Tke 
BoyeU  Exchange  Aeenraeee  Compamy,       956 

II.  Qnmre,  whether  stat.  11  G.  1,  c  30,  a.  43, 
is  an  Act  of  a  local  and  peraoaal  natars^ 
within  BUt  5  A  6  Viet  c  97  r  /dL 

[GIFT. 

A  barge,  whOe  in  posseetion  of  the  donee^  and 
worked  by  him  as  servant  to  the  owner,  was 
given  to  him  by  the  owner;  aflerwards  the 
donee  worked  i^  and  paid  the  wages  of  the 
orew  on  his  own  aeeount  until  the  donor's 
death: 

Heidi  that  the  property  thereby  beeaae 
Tested  in  the  donee.    Wintmr  t.  WimUr,  997] 

GILBBRrS  ACT. 

The  azprsesioB  «« UnioD,"  in  the  If  A  17  Yisl. 
e.  97,  i.  97,  ttX^Ajm  to  the 


■ 


GILBERrS  ACT. 


HIGHWAY. 
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expenses  inenrred  in  respeet  of  pauper  Inna- 
ties,  applies  to  a  union  fonned  under  Gil- 
bert's Act  (22  G.  8,  e.  83).  Tk€  Quetn  ▼. 
The  InhabitanU  o/BramUf,  732 

GOODS  SOLD  AND  DBLIYBBBD. 
Sf  Statutk  of  Fbavdi. 

GREAT  YARMOUTH  HAVEN. 

The  Great  Yarmouth  Hayen  Act,  1835,  sect 
76,  subjects  to  a  penalty  any  person  who 
shall  place  on  any  space  of  ground  immedi- 
ately adjoining  to  the  Haven,  and  within 
ten  ftet  from  high-water  mark,  any  goods, 
materials,  or  articles  so  as  to  obstruct  the 
free  and  eommodions  passage  through  or 
over  the  same,  or  who  shall  break  down  or 
remove  any  quay  head  or  river  bank  next 
adljoining  suoh  Haven,  for  the  purpose  of 
forming  a  dock,  without  making  and  main- 
taining a  foot-bridge  over  the  same.  By 
the  Great  Yarmouth  Haven  Improvement 
Act,  1849,  sect  18,  the  Commissioners  of  the 
Aet  shall,  twice  in  the  year,  inspect  the 
public  right  or  rights  of  way  in  and  along 
both  shores  of  the  Haven,  and  shall  take  all 
necessary  proceedings  to  abate  or  remove 
every  encroachment  made  on  such  right  or 
rights  of  way.  Upon  appeal  against  a  con- 
viction under  the  former  enactment,  a  case 
for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  stated  that  the 
appellant,  who  occupied  a  boat-building  yard 
which  sloped  down  to  the  Haven,  placed 
three  boats  on  the  part  of  the  yard  immedi- 
ately adjoining  the  Haven,  and  within  the 
space  of  ten  feet  from  high-water  mark,  so 
as  to  obstruct  the  free  and  commodious 
passage  over  the  same.  There  was  no  pub- 
lic right  of  passage  there.  Held,  by  Cock- 
bum,  C.  J.,  Crompton  and  Blackburn,  Js., 
that  a  right  of  way  was  not  given  by  sect. 
76  of  the  Great  Yarmouth  Haven  Act,  1835, 
and  that  the  section  only  applied  where  a 
right  of  way  existed,  and  therefore  that 
the  appellant  was  not  properly  convicted: 
Wigbtman  J.,di8sentiente,  on  the  ground  that 
the  section  was  intended  to  secure  a  passage 
free  from  obstruction  along  the  sides  of  the 
Haven.  Harrod  v.  Worship  and  othtr;  381 

GREAT  SEAL,  PARDON  UNDER. 

L  A  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal  takes  away 
the  privilege  of  a  witness  in  not  answering, 
so  fsr  as  regards  any  risk  of  prosecution  at 
the  suit  or  in  the  name  of  the  Crown.  The 
Queen  v.  Boyee,  811 

IL  The  Act  of  Settlement,!  2  A*1SW.  8,e.  2,s.  8, 
which  enacts  that  no  pardon  under  the  Great 
Seal  shall  be  pleadable  in  bar  to  an  im- 
peachment by  the  Commons  in  Parliament, 
renders  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seat  wholly 
inoperative  to  prevent  impeachment  by  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  so  get  rid  of 
the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords ;  for 
that  purpose  a  eubeequent  pardon  most  be 


granted  by  the  Crown :  per  Cockbum,  C.  J., 
Crompton  and  Hill,  Js. ;  dubitante  Black- 
bum,  J.     The  Queeu  v.  Boyee,  311 

IIL  On  the  trial  of  an  information  for  bribery, 
filed  by  the  Attomey-General  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  House  of  Commons,  one  of  the 
persons  charged  in  the  information  to  have 
been  bribed  by  the  defendant  was  called  as 
a  witness ;  and,  on  his  declining  to  answer 
any  questions  with  respect  to  the  alleged 
bribery,  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed 
him  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal ;  which 
the  witness  accepted,  but  still  declined  to 
answer:  held,  that  the  possible  risk  of  im- 
peachment by  the  House  of  Commons,  not- 
withstanding the  pardon  under  the  Great 
Seal,  according  to  the  Act  of  Settlement,  12 
A  13  W.  3,  e.  2,  s.  8,  was  not  a  sufficient 
ground  to  entitle  him  to  the  privilege  of  not 
answering.  Id, 

IV.  On  the  trial  o/  an  information  for  bribery, 
filed  by  the  Attorney-General  by  the  di- 
rection of  the  House  of  Commons,  a  wit- 
ness who  was  called  to  prove  the  fact  of  his 
having  received  a  bribe  ftt>m  the  defendant, 
objected  to  give  evidence  on  the  ground  that 
the  effect  of  the  evidence  he  was  called  upon 
to  give  would  be  to  criminate  himself.  There- 
upon the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed  to 
the  witness  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal, 
who  accepted  it  The  witness,  however,  still 
objecting  to  give  evidence,  and  the  Judge 
entertaining  doubts  as  to  whether  the  wit- 
ness could  be  properly  compelled  to  answer, 
notwithstanding  the  pardon,  an  arrangement 
was  come  to  between  the  counsel  on  both 
sides,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Judge,  that 
the  witness  should  be  directed  to  answer, 
but  that  the  opinion  of  this  Court  should 
be  taken  as  to  whether  the  privilege  of  the 
witness  remained  notwithstanding  the  par- 
don ;  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  undertaking, 
in  the  event  of  this  Court  holding  the  affirm- 
ative, to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi,  if  the  de- 
fendant should  be  convicted.  The  defend- 
ant having  been  eonvicted,this  Court  granted 
a  rale  to  show  cause  why  a  new  trial  should 
not  be  had;  and,  having  heard  it  argued, 
discharged  it,  protesting  against  the  course 
pursued  at  the  trial  being  drawn  into  a  pre- 
cedent— as  the  Court  was  thereby  called  on 
^0  pronounce  a  judgment  which  it  was  with- 
out authority  to  enforce.  Jd, 

GUARDIAN. 
See  Appbarahci  bt. 

HAVEN. 
See  Great  Yarmouth  Hatrit. 

HEARSAY. 
See  EviOBffCR,  III. 

HIGHWAY. 
See  TvBXPiKB  Road,  IL  and  IIL 


IU18       HOUSE  AGENT. 


INSOLVKNT. 


HOUSE  AQEKT. 

llie  plaintiff  employed  the  defendant  as  bonse 
agent  to  let  a  honse  for  her  on  commiBsion. 
In  an  action  for  introdaoing  an  insoWent 
tenant:  held,  that  it  wai  properly  left  to  the 
jury  npon  the  evidence  to  say  whether  it 
wai  part  of  the  defendant'i  retainer  to  make 
reasonable  inqairies  as  t)  the  eligibility  of 
the  tenant.    if<y«  r.  Tindally  296 

HOUSE  OF  COMMONS,  IMPEACHMENT 

BY. 

Set  Impbacoxbkt  bt  Houbb  of  Coxmonb. 

ILLEGITIMACY. 

A  marriage  within  the  prohibited  degrees  of 
consanguinity  or  affinity  is  null  and  void, 
although  one  of  the  parties  is  illegitimate. 
Th€  QuttH  V.  Th€  lnkabUatU9  of  Brighton, 

447 

IMPEACHMENT  BY  HOUSE  OF  COM- 

MONS. 

I.  The  Act  of  Settlement,  12  A  13  W.  3,o.  2,s.  S, 
which  enacts  that  no  pardon  under  the  Oreat 
Seal  shall  be  pleadable  in  bar  to  an  im- 
peachment by  the  Commons  in  Parliament, 
renders  a  pardon  nnder  the  Great  Seal  wholly 
inoperative  to  prevent  impeachment  by  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  so  get  rid  of 
the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords ;  for 
that  purpose  a  tuhtequent  pardon  must  be 
granted  by  the  Crown  :  per  Cockburn,  C.  J., 
Crompton  and  Hill,  Js. ;  dubitante  Black- 
bum,  J.     The  Queen  v.  Boyee,  311 

II.  On  the  trial  of  an  information  for  bribery, 
filed  by  the  Attorney-General  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  House  of  Commons,  one  of  the 
persons  charged  in  the  information  to  have 
been  bribed  by  the  defendant  was  called  as 
a  witness ;  and,  on  his  declining  to  answer 
any  questions  with  respect  to  the  alleged 
bribery,  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed 
him  a  pardon  nnder  the  Great  Seal ;  which 
the  witness  accepted,  but  still  declined  to 
answer :  held,  that  the  possible  risk  of  im- 
peachment by  the  Hgnse  of  Commons,  not- 
withstanding the  pardon  under  the  Great 
Seal,  according  to  the  Act  of  Settlement,  12 
A  IS  W.  3,  c.  2,  s.  8,  was  not  a  sufficient 
ground  to  entitle  him  to  the  privilege  of  not 
answering.  Id. 


INCLOSURE  ACT. 


jSV«  Mikb. 


INCORPORATED  JOINT  STOCK  COM- 
PANY  (LIMITED). 

See  CoMPAHT,  Ixcorpobatbd  Joiht  Stock 
(libitbd\ 

INFANCY. 

Declaration  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,  and 
goods  bargained,  sold,  and  delivered.  Plea, 
infancy     Replication  on  equitable  groands. 


that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the 
ing  of  the  oanses  of  action,  with  knowledga 
of  his  true  age,  falsely  and  fraudnlaotly 
represented  to  the  plaintiff  that  he,  th«  de- 
fendant, was  of  foil  age,  whereby  the  plsdn- 
tiff  was  induced  to  enter  into  the  eonira«t 
and  supply  the  good's.  On  demurrer,  held^ 
that  the  replication  was  no  answer  to  the 
plea  either  at  law,  or  as  an  equitable  repltc*> 
tion  under  sect  85  of  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  1854,  17  A  18  Vict,  c  125. 
BartUttr,  WeOe,  SZB 

INJURY  TO   PERSON  VOLUNTEERIKO 
ASSISTANCE. 

While  the  defendant's  porters  were  lowering 
bales  of  ootton  from  the  defendant's  ware- 
house and  his  earter  was  receiving  them  in- 
to his  lorry,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  waiting 
with  a  lorry  to  receive  a  load  of  cotton  for 
his  master,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant's 
carter  assisted  him,  and,  in  oonseqaene*  of 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  porters, 
a  bale  of  cotton  fell  npon  and  injni«d 
There  was  no  negligence  or  want  of 
sonable  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or 
of  the  dbfendant's  carter.  Held,,  that  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  to  an  action.  Pot- 
ter ▼.  Faulkner,  8M 

INSOLVENT. 

I.  If  a  bill  of  exchange  be  substantially  do- 
scribed  in  the  schedule  of  a  party  who  has 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act,  1  A  2  Vict.  c.  110,  an  unintentional  mis- 
take in  the  description,  either  of  the  bill  or 
of  the  parties  to  it,  will  not  pr^odieo  the 
insolvent    RowuUio  v.  Oallagkam,  279 

II..  A  bill  of  exchange  for  45/.,  dated  30th 
October  1858,  had  been  drawn  by  an  insol- 
vent upon,  and  accepted  by.  A.,  but  in  his 
schedule  the  insolvent  described  the  bill  as 
drawn  by  A.  and  accepted  by  himself,  and 
dated  about  November,  1858.  The  insol- 
vent being  afterwards  sued  on  this  bill, 
pleaded  his  discharge  nnder  the  Act,  when 
the  jury  having  found  upon  the  evidenee 
that  the  misdescription  was  by  mistake: 
held,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the 
verdict  /</. 

III.  Sembie,  per  Crompton,  J.  If  an  insolvent 
knows  that  a  bill  of  exchange  on  which  ho 
is  liable  has  been  endorsed  over  to  some 
person  unknown,  it  is  bettor  for  him  to  say 
so  in  his  sche4iale.  Id. 

IV.  In  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn 
and  accepted  in  England,  and  also  for  money 
lent,  interest,  and  on  accounts  stated  in 
England,  the  defendant  pleaded  a  discharge 
under  the  insolvent  law  of  the  eolony  of 
Victoria,  not  alleging  that  either  the  plain- 
tiff or  the  defendant  was  domiciled  in  that 
colony :  held,  no  answer  to  the  action.  Bart- 
lejf  V.  Hodgee,  375 

V.  Under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  I  A  2 


INSOLVENT. 


INSURANCE  COMPANY.  lOlS 


Viet.  0.  110,  it  iB  not  a  oondition  on  th« 
iicn-Testing  in  the  assigneei  of  privileged 
articles  of  the  insolvent  not  exceeding  the 
Tftlne  of  20^,  that  those  articles  be  specified 
by  him  in  his  schedule.    WiUttMr  y.  Jaeklinf 
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IV.  Quare,  when  the  valoe  of  such  articles 

exceeds  202.  Id. 

INSURANCE. 

I.  A  polic  J  of  lifb  insurance  may  be  the  subject 
of  a  donatio  mortiij  cans^L  Witt,  adminit^ 
trator,  v.  Amu,  109 

IL  A.,  as  agent  for  a  foreign  owner,  entered 
into  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  ship  in  the 
usual  form.  At  the  time  of  e£boting  the  in- 
surance, A.  was  in  possession  of  a  letter  from 
the  captain,  informipg  him  that  the  ship  bad 
received  ii^ury,  which  fact  he,  without 
IVandulent  iotonUon  to  deceive,  omitted  to 
disclose  to  the  underwriters.  The  ship  was 
lost,  and  B.,  one  of  the  underwriters,  paid  to 

A.  his  amount  of  the  insurance ;  but,  having 
subsequently  become  acquainted  with  the 
above  circumstance,  brought  an  action  for 
nioney  had  and  received  against  him  to  re- 
cover it  back.  A.,  before  he  was  aware  of 
B/s  intention  to  dispate  the  policy,  and 
acting  bon&  fide  throughout,  transmitted  to 
his  principal  the  money  he  had  received 
from  the  various  underwriters ;  with  the  ex- 
ception of  a  certain  amount  for  which  he 
had  allowed  the  principal  credit  in  a  settled 
account,  and  of  another  which,  with  the 
authority  of  the  principal,  he  had  expended 
in  a  suit  brought  by  him  on  behalf  of  the 
principal  against  C,  another  underwriter  on 
the  policy ;  held, 

1.  That,  in  consequence  of  the  eonceal- 
ment  from  the  underwriters  of  the  fact 
stated  in  the  captain's  letter,  the  policy  was 
voidable  at  the  election  of  the  underwriters. 

2.  That  A.  being  only  an  agent,  of  which 

B.  was  aware,  and  having,  without  notice 
of  B.'s  intention  to  repudiate  the  contract, 
paid  over  to  his  principal  the  amount  re- 
ceived from  the  underwriters,  B.  was  not  en- 
titled to  recover  back  from  A.  his  amount  of 
the  insurance. 

3.  That  there  was  no  dilTerence  in  this  re- 
spect between  the  money  actually  paid  over 
by  A.  to  his  principal,  and  the  moneys  which 
had  either  been  allowed  in  account  between 
them  or  expended  in  the  suit  against  C. 

4.  Quare,  whether  B.  would  have  been  en* 
titled  to  recover,  if  he  had  not  known  that 
A.  was  acting  merely  as  agent  ?  Holland  v. 
Rtutell,  424 

III.  A  policy  of  insurance  was  entered  into 
with  a  Company  against  bodily  injury  from 
any  railway  accident  directly  affecting  the 
assured  while  travelling  on  any  line  of  rail- 
way in  Oreat  Britain  or  Ireland  by  a  pas- 
sengers train  propelled  by  steam-power.  One 
Off  the  conditions  in  the  deed  of  settlement 


of  the  Company,  w4iich  by  the  terms  of  the 
policy  was  incorporated  with  it,  provided 
that,  before  payment  of  the  sum  insured  by 
any  policy,  proof  satisfactory  to  the  direc- 
tors of  the  Company  should  be  furnished  by 
the  claimant  of  the  death  or  accident,  to- 
gether with  such  further  evidence  or  infor- 
mation, if  any,  as  the  directors  should  think 
necessary  to  establish  the  claim  :  held,  that 
this  must  be  understood  to  mean  such  evi- 
dence or  information  as  the  directors  might 
reasonably,  and  not  such  as  they  might  un- 
reasonably  and  capriciously,  require.  Brauu' 
•t€%n  V.  The  Accidental  Death  Innwance 
Company,  782 

IV.  On  a  policy  of  insurance,  entered  Into 
with  a  company,  against  bodily  injury  from 
any  railway  accident  directly  afiecting  the 
assured  while  travelling  on  any  line  of  rail- 
way in  Qreat  Britain  or  Ireland  by  a  pas- 
sengers train,  propelled  by  steam  power, 
there  was  endorsed  a  condition,  that,  in  case 
of  difference  of  opinion  as  to  the  amount  of 
compensation  payable  in  any  case,  the  ques- 
tion should  be  referred  to  the  arbitration  of 
a  person  to  be  named  by  the  secretary  for 
the  time  being  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
and  all  expenses  and  costs  should  be  subject 
to  the  decision  of  such  arbitrator,  and  the 
award  made  on  such  arbitration  was  to  be 
taken  as  a  final  settlement  of  the  question^ 
and  might  be  made  a  rule  of  Court :  held, 
that  a  reference  to  arbitration  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  was  rendered  a  oondition  pre- 
cedent to  bringing  an  action  for  an  injury 
within  the  policy.  Id 

[INSURANCE  COMPANY 

In  1822  the  defendants  granted  a  policy  of 
insurance,  admitting  A.  B.  a  member  of  their 
SDoiety,  and  binding  themselves  to  pay  to  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  such 
proportion  or  share  of  the  joint  stock  and 
fund  of  the  said  society  as  should  become  due 
on  the  death  of  the  said  A.  B.,  according  to 
the  charters  and  by>Iaws  of  the  said  society. 
The  plaintiff  was  the  assignee  of  the  said 
policy,  which  became  a  claim  on  defendants' 
soeiety  in  1858.  After  the  making  of  the 
said  policy,  and  before  It  became  a  claim, 
eertain  other  charters  were  granted  to  the  said 
society,  and  Acts  of  Parliament  were  passed 
relating  thereto,  which  modified  and  altered 
the  manner  of  calculating  the  profits  and  ap- 
portioning them  amongst  the  rcprosentativei 
of  the  lives  insured ;  these  provisions  were  in 
their  terms  general,  without  distinction  to 
past  or  future  policies  : 

Held,  that  the  policy  in  question  was  regu- 
lated by  the  later  charters  and  Acts  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  that  the  distribution  of  the  profiti 
of  defendants'  society  on  its  becoming  a  claim 
must  be  in  ae«ord«ne«  therewith.  Drake  v« 
The  AmitahU  S^eiefff,  987] 


1020      ISSUB  OF  BODT. 


LANDS  CLAUSES  CONSOLIDATION. 


ISSUE  OF  BODT. 


&•  DiYiai. 


JUDGMENT. 


Sm  AoTioir  ON. 


JURISDICTION. 

L  The  mother  of  a  buUrd  child  applied  to  a 
jastice,  within  twelre  monthi  after  the 
child'!  birth,  for  a  Bummons  against  P.,  the 
alleged  father.  The  lammoni  was  isiued 
by  the  jnatice,  bat  could  not  be  fferved,  P. 
having  absented  himself.  On  P.'s  retnrn, 
which  was  more  than  twelve  months  after 
the  child's  birth,  and  before  which  time  the 
justice  who  had  issued  the  first  summons  had 
died,  the  mother  obtained  from  another  jus- 
tice a  second  summons  against  P. ;  and,  up- 
on its  coming  on  for  hearing,  the  justices  in 
petty  session  made  an  order  adjudging  P.  to 
be  the  putative  fkther,  and  ordering  him  to 
pay  a  certain  sum  by  way  of  maintenance. 
Held,  that  the  order  was  bad,  inasmuch  as, 
by  Stat  7  A  8  Viet  o.  101,  s.  2,  the  jurisdic- 
tion to  make  the  order  is  limited  to  the  jus- 
tice before  whom  the  first  application  is 
made;  and  that  the  second  summons,  not 
being  issued  by  the  same  justice,  could  not 
be  considered  as  part  of  the  original  process 
upon  the  first  application.  TKm  Qumm  t. 
Piei/urd,  77 

C  The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has  no  juris- 
diction over  tribunals  out  of  the  realm  of 
England,  although  in  countries  subject  to 
the  British  Crown.     In  r«  Mamergh,       400 

TIL  Where  the  eivil  rights  of  a  person  in  mil- 
itary service  are  affected  by  the  judgment 
of  a  military  tribunal,  in  whieh  that  tribu- 
nal has  acted  without  jurisdiction,  or  has 
exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  this  Court  will  in- 
terfere ;  alitor  where  nothing  but  the  MiVtiary 
status  of  the  party  is  affeoted  by  the  judg- 
ment Id, 

TV,  A  Captain  in  the  Queen's  service,  when 
stationed  with  his  regiment  in  Indi%  was 
gasetted  to  a  msjority ;  and  the  appointment 
was  notified  in  the  general  orders  of  the 
Commander-in-chief  in  India  at  head-quar- 
ters, and  in  the  regimental  orders.  Subse- 
quentiy,  the  Captain  having  written  to  the 
Colonel  of  that  regiment  an  insubordinate 
letter,  was  tried  by  court  martial  in  India, 
was  dismissed  the  servioe,  and  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  court  martial  transmitted  to  the 
Judge  Advocate  Qeneral  in  London :  three 
years  afterwards,  application  being  made  to 
this  Court  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the 
judgment  of  the  court  martial,  in  order  that 
it  might  be  quashed,  the  Court  refused  to  in- 
terfere. Id, 

JURY,  DISCHARGE  OF,  WITHOUT  QIY- 
INQ  VERDICT. 

Where,  in  a  case  of  misdemeanor,  the  jury 
an  improperly,  and  against  the  will  of  the 


defendant,  discharged  by  the  Judge  frosa 
giving  a  verdict  after  the  trial  has  begun, 
this  is  not  equivalent  to  an  acquittal,  nor 
does  it  entitie  the  defendant  to  judgment 
quod  eat  sine  die.  The  Qu€§m  t.  CkmHm' 
worth,  460 

JUSTICE  OF  THE  PEACE. 

Certificate  by. 

Where,  under  9  0.  4,  c.  81,  ss.  27-29,  a  eom- 
plaint  of  aasanlt  or  battery  has  been  mada 
to  two  justices  of  the  peaee^  who  diamiaa 
the  complaint  and  give  the  party  a  eertifi- 
eate  accordingly,  the  certificate  may  ba 
pleaded  in  bar  to  an  indictment^  founded 
on  the  same  facts,  charging  assault  and  bat- 
tery, accompanied  by  malicious  cutting  and 
wounding  so  as  to  cause  grievous  or  actual 
bodily  harm.  Tk€  Qu^tm,  on  tko  proooemiiom 
o/Finnejff  r,  ElringUm  and  anotkftr,         688 

Conviction  by.    St§  Natal  Stossb. 

Action  against    <Sw  Church  Rath. 

LANDS  CLAUSES  CONSOLIDATION  ACT. 

By  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1846, 
8  A  9  Vict  c  18,  s.  124,  if,  after  the  pro- 
moters of  the  undertaking  have  entered  upon 
lands  which  they  are  authorised  to  purchase^ 
and  which  are  permanentiy  required,  any 
party  shall  appear  to  be  entitied  to  any  in- 
terest in  or  charge  thereon  whieh  throngh 
mistake  was  not  purchased,  then  the  pro- 
moters shall  remain  in  undisturbed  possee 
slon ;  provided  within  six  months  after  no- 
tice of  the  interest  or  charge,  in  case  the 
same  is  not  disputed,  or,  in  case  the  same 
shall  be  disputed,  then,  within  six  months 
after  the  right  thereto  shall  have  been  es- 
tablished by  law,  they  pay  the  compensation 
therein  mentioned.  The  defendants,  a  rail- 
way Company,  under  their  Act,  which  in- 
corporated the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act,  1845,  8  A  9  Vict  c  18,  in  July,  1858, 
entered  upon  lands  of  which  the  mortgagor 
had  been  in  possession;  and  although  tho 
purchase-money  was  not  paid  to  him,  tho 
parties  were  treating  for  arrangement,  and 
the  entry  was  with  the  knowledge  and  eon- 
sent  of  the  mortgagor.  The  plaintiff  was 
mortgagee  in  fee  of  these  lands,  but  the 
mortgage  was  not  known  by  the  defendants 
to  exist  until  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  having 
discovered  the  entry  by  the  defendants,  sent 
a  letter  in  August,  1839,  to  the  defendants' 
attorney,  asserting  the  plaintiff's  rights.  A 
correspondence  ensued,  in  which  the  plaintiff 
gave  no  information  of  his  titie,  and  the  de- 
fendants did  not  dispute  his  titie,  but  asked 
for  a  short  delay  while  their  legal  advisers 
were  absent  fh>m  London.  In  the  following 
October  the  plaintiff  brought  cj}ectnent 
Held,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  the 
authority  of  The  Marquis  of  Salisbury  ■. 
Tho  Great  Northern  Railway  Company^  5 
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C.  B.  N.  8.  174,  that  the  pUintiff  might 
bring  ^eotment  to  establiBh  hit  title,  thoagh 
ezeeation  upon  the  judgment  would  be  Btay- 
ed  for  eix  monthi.  Held,  by  the  Exchequer 
Chumber  (reTerting  the  judgment  of  the 
Qaeen'i  Bench),  that  ^ectment  could  not  be 
maintained,  inaimnch  as,  the  title  not  being 
in  dispute,  the  abore  enactment  gare  the 
defendants  a  right  of  poisession  for  six 
months  after  notice  of  the  plaintiif's  claim. 
JoUy  T.  Tht  WimhUdon  and  Dorking  Bail- 
WDay  Company^  807 

LBASB. 

L  By  agreeinent,  not  under  seal,  plaintiff 
agreed  to  let»  and  defendant  to  hire,  certain 
premises  for  seven  years ;  and  it  was  Au- 
thor agreed  that  ■  good  and  sufieient  lease, 
embodying  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
should  be  prepared,  at  the  joint  espouse  of 
the  parties.  In  an  action  for  not  accepting 
a  lease :  held  that,  thoagh  the  instrument 
was  Toid  as  a  lease  by  stat  8  A  9  Vict  c. 
106,  s.  3,  it  was  good  as  an  agreement.  Bcmd 
T.  RvUng,  871 

[IL  In  1857  defendant  was  enUtled  to  5002.  with 
interest,  charged  on  Whiteacre,  belonging  to 
A.,  and  it  was  yerbally  arranged  that  defend- 
ant should  rent  Blackacre  from  A.  and  deduct 
the  interest  of  the  500^  from  the  rent  In 
1858  A.  conTcyed  the  rcTcrsion  of  Blackacre 
to  the  plaintiff: 

Held,  that  defendant  wai  a  mere  tenant  of 
Blackacre,  and  that  plaintiff  could  determine 
the  tenancy  by  notice  merely,  and  recover 
possession.    Jon^a  ▼.  Thomaa,  978 

IIL  Using  premisoi  for  dcpoeiting  large  quan- 
tities of  lttcife^matchos,  whereby  the  premises 
are  rendered  to  dangerous  as  to  be  uninsura- 
ble agsinst  fire,  ii  not  a  breach  of  a  covenant 
not  to  carry  on  any  noisome  or  offensive  trade, 
the  word  **  dangerous"  not  being  in  the  cove- 
nant.   Hickman  v.  Aaaea,  970] 

LETTER  OF  ALLOTMENT. 

&•  COMPAVT. 

LICENSE. 
iSfee  Alk-Houbk  Licbxbk. 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF. 

L  On  the  day  of  the  expiration  of  a  writ  of 
summons  issued  under  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1852  (16  A  16  Viet  e.  70), 
the  plaintiffs'  attorney  attended  at  the  office 
for  the  purpose  of  having  it  renewed,  and 
paid  the  fee;  but  being  suddenly  called 
away  omitted  to  get  the  seal  impressed  in 
pursuance  of  sect  11,  and  did  not  discover 
the  mistake  until  it  was  too  late  to  keep  the 
writ  alive  by  resealiog,  so  as  to  save  the 
Statute  of  Limitations :  held,  that  the  Court 
had  no  power  to  direct  the  officer  to  impress 
the  seal  on  the  writ  as  of  the  day  when  the 


attorney  applied  to  have  it  renewed;  but  tha* 
it  would  have  been  otherwise  if  the  omission 
to  reseal  the  writ  had  been  occasioned  by  a 
fault  of  the  officer  of  the  Court.  Naztr  and 
otkenY,  Wad€  and  another,  728 

[IL  A.  is  the  owner  of  a  house,  and  B.  is  the 
owner  of  a  mine  under  it,  and  in  working  the 
mine  leaves  insufficient  support  to  the  boose. 
The  house  is  not  damaged  until  some  time 
after  the  workings  have  ceased : 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Ex. 
Ch.),  that  A.  can  bring  an  action  at  any  time 
within  six  years  after  the  mischief  happened, 
and  is  not  bound  to  bring  it  within  six  years 
after  the  work  was  done  which  originally  led 
to  the  mischief.    Baekhoute  v.  Bonomi,    970 

Sm  aUo  MniB.] 

LOCAL  AND  PERSONAL  ACT. 

The  defendant  was  agent  for  B.,  the  non- 
resident owner  of  houses  in  a  district  subject 
to  a  local  Act  Works  had  been  done  by  the 
Commissioners  for  executing  the  Act,  the 
expenses  of  which,  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Act,  diey  charged  on  the  owners  of  the 
adjoining  houses.  Notice  had  been  given  to 
the  defendant  as  if  he  had  been  owner  of 
these  houses,  calling  on  him  to  pay  the  pro- 
portion chargeable  in  respect  of  them.  He 
attended  at  a  meeting  of  the  Commissioners, 
and  objected  both  to  the  amount  and  nature 
of  the  charge,  and  also  stated  that  he  was 
not  the  owner  of  the  houses,  and  that  B. 
was.  He  was  told  that  if  he  did  not  pay, 
legal  proceedings  would  be  taken  against 
him.  In  the  result,  the  amount  charged  up- 
on the  defendant  was  redooed,  and  time  was 
given  to  him  to  pay  it  in  three  instalments, 
for  which  he  gave  three  promissory  notes. 
In  an  action  upon  the  notes  by  the  Com- 
missioners, Held,  that  there  was  a  sufficient 
consideration  for  the  notes  in  the  compro- 
mise.    Cook  and  otktr§  v.  Wrigkt,  559 

Sf  tdto  OxiriBAL  Imve. 

LOCAL  GOVERNMENT  ACT,  1858. 

I.  Sect  55  of  The  Local  Qovemment  Act,  1858 
(21  A  22  Vict  c.  98),  which  provides  that  tiie 
general  district-rates  under  the  Act  shall  be 
levied  "upon  the  occupier  of  all  such  kinds 
of  property  as  by  the  laws  in  force  for  the 
time  being  are  or  may  be  assessable  to  any 
rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor/'  has  r^'er^ 
enoe  to  the  description  of  the  property,  not 
to  the  character  of  its  occupation  in  the  par- 
ticular instance;  and  makes  assessable  to 
the  district-rates  all  property  which,  fVom 
its  nature,  is  prim!  facie  assessable  to  poor- 
rate.  Ouardian*  of  Toxteth  Park,  apptU 
lanU,  V.  The  Local  Board  of  Health  of  To»' 
Uth  Park,  rtfondenti,  167 

II.  T.,  an  extra-parochial  place  maintaining 
its  own  poor,  consisted  of  two  districts ;  ont 
within  the  borough  of  L.,  the  other,  *'  th« 
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rural"  diBtrict,  not  within  L.  l^i*  gnimll- 
•nt  of  T.  bniU  a  workhouse  and  workhouse 
hospital  within  the  rural  district,  which  were 
used  for  the  whole,  and  only  for  the  whole, 
of  T.  The  Local  Board  of  Health  for  the 
rural  district  haring  made  a  general  district- 
rate  for  that  district :  Held,  that  the  guar- 
dians of  T.  were  liable  to  assessment,  aa 
occupiers  of  property  assessable  for  the  re- 
lief of  the  poor,  within  the  meaning  of  sect. 
55  of  stot  21  k  22  Vict  c  98.  Guardiaut 
of  Toxteih  Park,  appellant;  r.  The  Local 
Board  of  Health  of  ToxUth  Park,  retptrnd" 
enW,  Itl 

III.  The  rate-payers  of  a  plaoe  not  baring  a  • 
known  or  defined  boundary  petitioned  the 
Secretary  of  State  for  the  Home  Depart- 
ment, under  sect.  16  of  The  Local  Govern- 
ment Act,  1858,  21  k  22  Vict.  o.  98,  to  settle 
its  boundary,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act ; 
the  petition  stating  the  proposed  boundaries. 
The  Secretary  of  State  appointed  an  inspec- 
tor to  inquire,  and  the  inspector  reported  in 
fvrovLt  of  the  proposed  boundaries,  subject 
vo  certain  alterations  by  which  certain  pro- 
perties beyond  the  proposed  boundaries  were 
induded  in   the  district.    On  the  15th  of 
January,  1861,  the  Secretary  of  State  made 
an  order  adopting  the  proposed  boundaries 
with  the  alterations,  and  directed  that  from 
and  after  that  date  the  boundaries  therein 
set  forth  should  form  the  boundaries  of  the 
district    In  pursuance  of  the  order,  a  meet- 
ing of  the  rate-payers,  to  decide  as  to  the 
adoption  of  the  Act  within  the  district,  was 
held  on  the  1 6th  February,  at  which  a  leao- 
lution  for  its  adoption  was  carried.    On  the 
7th  of  March,  6.,  a  ratepayer,  who  oceupied 
property  in  the  district^  appealed  against 
this  resolution  to  the   Secretary  of  State, 
upon  the  ground  that  his  property  was  not 
comprised  within  the  boundary  from  within 
which  the  petition  proceeded.   The  Secretary 
of  State  again  directed  the  inspector  to  in- 
quire, and  upon  his  report  thereon  made  an 
order,  dated  ihe  21st  of  April,  dismissing 
the  appeal,  and  directing  that,  after  one 
month  from  the  date  thereof.  The  Local  Qo- 
Tcrnmeot  Act,  1858,  should  hare  the  force 
of  law  within  the  district    Upon  motion 
.  for  a  certiorari  at  the  instance  of  8.  to  re- 
move the  order  of  the  15th  of  January,  on 
the  ground  that  it  was  ultra  vires  of  the 
Secretary  of  State  to  make  it : 

1.  Held;  by  Wightman  and  Blackburn, 
Js.,  Cockburn,  C.  J.,  dubitonte ;  that  if  the 
Secretary  of  State  had  exceeded  the  powers 
conferred  upon  him  by  the  Act,  still  the  ap- 
plication for  a  certiorari  was  too  late,  the 
resolution  for  the  adoption  of  the  Act  hav- 
^%»  by  sect  20,  acquired  the  force  of  law 
within  the  district 

2.  Quart,  whether  the  Secretary  of  State, 
under  sect  16,  has  power  to  alter  the  bound- 
aries proposed  in  the  petition  so  as  to  extend 


or  diminish  the 
parU  Swdlh, 


area  of  the  Atriet? 
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LUNATIC. 
LUNATIC  ASYLUMS  ACT. 

Sf  QUABtKB  SiSSIOHf,  Ca»  BB8BRTED  BT. 

MAINS. 
See  TowNf  Impbotbmxht  Clavsbb  Act. 

MALICE. 
Se4  Chvbch-Ratb. 


MANDAMUS. 

I.  <)utore  whether,  under  any  cireumstaneee,  a 
maadamns  lies  to  compel  a  party  to  insti- 
tute legal  prooeedinge  againet  another?  The 
Qmeen,  on  ihe  proeeeution  of  the  J^apor,  Ai' 
derwtem  and  Burgteeee  of  Southampttm,  v. 
The  Commieeionere  of  the  Port  of  Sonthamp^ 
ton,  5 

H.  A  duty  having  been  imposed  upon  a  party 
by  statute  to  levy  certain  moneys  from  other 
parties,  and  pay  orer  to  another  a  portion 
of  the  subs  levied ;  a  mandamoe  was  is- 
sued directing  him  '*  to  take  tho  necestaiy 
and  legal  measures  and  proeeedings,  for  ob- 
'  taining  and  recovering  payment" :  Hold,  per 
Crompton  and  Blackburn,  Ja  (Cock bum,  C. 
J.,  dissentiente),  that  the  words  **  legal  m«a- 
sures"  did  not  necessarily  mean  the  institu- 
ting  legal  proceedings.  A/. 

IIL  Semble  that  a  mandamus  may  be  iseued 
against  a  party  for  a  matter  in  retpeet  of 
which  he  is  liable  to  an  action  or  to  a  suit  ia 
equity.  /dL 

IV.  The  mandatory  part  of  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus may  be  very  general;  but  the  return 
must  be  very  minute  in  showing  why  the 
party  did  not  do  what  he  was  commanded : 
per  Crompton  and  Blackburn,  Js.  AC. 

y.  The  Metropolitan  Local  Management  Ac^ 
18  A  19  Vict  e.  120,  s.  69,  enaote,  that  tho 
Tcstry  of  every  parish  mentioned  in  Sched- 
ule A.  shall  make  such  sewers  as  may  bo 
necessary  for  effectaally  draining  their  par- 
ish :  provided  that  no  new  sewer  shall  bo 
made  without  the  previone  approval  of  tho 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.     Mandamus 
to  tho  vestry  of  one  of  these  parishes,  com- 
manded them  to  make  such  sewers  as  might 
be  necessai^^  for  draining  a  particular  part 
of  the  parish,  and  to  take  all  neeessary  steps 
in  (hat  behalf:  held  defretlve :  flrst,  becaoso 
it  did  not  show  a  present  duty  to  make  tho 
sewers ;  secondly,  because  it  ordered  the  de- 
fendants to  make  them  without  showing  that 
the  approval  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  had 
been  obtained.     The  Queen  v.  The  Vtetrp  of 
St.  Luke'e,  CheUea,  903 

VL  When  a  special  case  is  stated  for  the  opi- 
nion of  the  Court,  and  the  parties 
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MARINE  INSURANCE.  102S 


that,  in  the  erent  of  the  Court  giring  Judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff,  a  mandamus  may  ie- 
me  against  the  defendant :  Held,  by  the  Ex- 
chequer Chamber,  that  this  must  be  nnder- 
itood  to  mean  if  the  Court  thinks  fit  that 
it  shall  do  so.     Nicholl  and  other§  y.  Allen, 

916 
VII.  So  if  the  agreement  had  been  that  a  man- 
damus 0hall  issue ;  dubitante  Willes,  J.    Id, 

MARINE  INSURANCE. 

I.  Where  goods  are  insured  by  a  policy  of 
marine  insuranee  in  the  ordinary  form,  the 
expression  "  warranted  free  from  particular 
average"  is  not  confined  to  losses  arising 
from  injury  to,  or  deterioration  of,  the  goods 
themselves ;  but  is  equivalent  to  a  stipula- 
tion against  total  loss  and  general  average 
only ;  and,  consequently,  includes  expenses 
incnrred  in  relation  to  the  goods.  The  Oreat 
Indian  Peninaular  Railway  Company  v. 
Saunderef  41 

2.  A  quantity  of  iron  rails  was  shipped  to  be 
carried  to  a  certain  place,  for  a  sum  to  be 
paid  here,  ship  lost  or  not  lost    The  ship- 
pers insured  them  by  a  policy  in  the  ordi- 
nary form  '*  warranted  free  from  particular 
average,  unless  the  ship  be  stranded,  sunk, 
or    burnt."     The  ship  was   neither  sunk, 
stranded,  nor  burnt ;  but  there  was  a  con- 
structive total  loss  of  her  by  perils  of  the 
sea.     The  rails  were  saved,  and  sent  on  in 
other  vessels  to  their  destination,  for  which 
the  insured  was  compelled  to  pay  freight  to 
an  amount  not  exceeding  the  value  of  the 
rails.    Held,  that  this  freight  was  not  reco- 
verable under  the  policy.  Id, 
3.  QusBre,  whether  an  underwriter  on  a 
policy  against  total  loss  only,  with  the  usual 
clause  authorising  the  assured  to  sue  and 
labour  for  the  preservation  of  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  insurance,  is  liable  fbr  ex- 
penses incurred  by  the  assured  for  the  pur- 
pose of  securing  the  subject-matter  of  the 
insurance  from  a  state  of  peril,  which  might 
have  resulted  in  a  total  loss,  but  did  not  ? 

Id. 
II.  A  person  possessed  of  a  share  in  the  At- 
lantic Telegraph  Company,  established  for 
the  purpose  of  laying  down  a  submarine 
electric  cable  between  the  United  Kingdom 
and  America,  insured  the  same  by  a  pplicy 
in  the  ordinary  form  of  a  policy  of  marine 
insurance.  The  insurance  was  expressed  to 
be  "  at  and  from  the  United  Kingdom,  say 
from  London,  and  wheresoever  the  risk  may 
commence,  to  the  Atlantic  Ocean,  and  at  and 
thence,  by  or  in  one  or  more  ship  or  ships, 
or  steamer  or  steamers,  to  the  place  or  places 
of  destination,  both  in  the  United  Kingdom 

—  the  Continent,  island,  or  peninsula  of 


or 


■od 


America,  —    the  British  or  other  posses- 


or 


sions  of  America,  including  and  containing 
•11  and  every  accident^  danger,  and  risk  that 


may  be  incurred  at  sea  or  on  land,  in  all 
or  any  boats,  ships,  and  craft  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,  until  the  final,  complete, 
and  successful  laying  down  of  the  Atlantic 
Telegraph  Cable  from  shore  to  shore."  The 
usual  blank  for  the  name  of  the  ship  was 
filled  up  thus :  "  any  ship  or  ships,  or  steamer 
or  steamers,  or  craft  as  above ;"  and  in  the 
valuation  clause  the  subject  of  insurance 
was  to  be  taken  as  <'on  one  1000/.  share  in 
the  Atlantic  Telegraph  Company,  said  share 
valued  at  1100^  In  case  of  loss  the  part 
saved  to  be  sold  or  appraised  for  the  benefit 
of  the  underwriters."  The  insurance  con- 
tained the  common  memorandum,'  with  the 
addition  of  a  special  agreement,  in  a  memo- 
randum annexed  to  the  policy,  that  the  in- 
surance should  "  cover  and  include  the  suc- 
cessful working  *of  the  cable  when  laid 
down."  An  electric  cable  extending  from  the 
Irish  to  the  North  American  coast  was 
finally  laid  down  after  a  previous  abortive 
attempt,  during  which  a  portion  of  it  was 
lost  by  perils  of  the  seas ;  and  on  the  second 
attempt,  during  which  more  cable  was 
lost,  a  quantity  of  superfluous  cable  was 
taken  out  to  meet  contingencies.  It  was, 
however,  found  impossible  to  maintain  elec- 
trical communication  sufficient  for  tele- 
graphic purposes,  and  the  telegraph  was 
abandoned.  The  cause  of  the  failure  was 
the  imperfect  insulation  of  the  copper  wire 
along  which  the  electric  fluid  passed,  aris- 
ing from  defect  in  the  outer  covering  by 
which  it  was  protected  from  external  con- 
tact ;  which  defect  was  occasioned  by  acci- 
dent prior  to  the  shipment  of  the  cable  and 
the  commencement  of  the  risk,  aggravated 
by  the  action  of  the  sea,  and  arose  from  the 
ehemieal  action  of  the  sea-water  on  the  in- 
terior of  the  cable,  and  not  from  any  mis- 
chief done  by  the  mechanical  acdon  of  the 
sea:  held, 

1.  That  this  was'  not  an  injury  caused  by 
"  perils  of  the  seas." 

2.  In  an  action  on  the  policy  with  respect 
to  the  portion  of  the  cable  lost  by  perils  of 
the  seas :  held,  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  as  for  a  partial  loss. 

3.  In  the  same  case :  held  also  that  the 
warranty  against  partial  average  was  appli- 
cable, and  consequently  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover  unless  a  loss  of  3/.  per 
cent,  had  been  sustained. 

4.  Held,  also,  in  the  same  case,  that  in  as- 
sessing the  damages  the  value  of  the  whole 
cable  that  ever  was  exposed  to  peril,  includ- 
ing the  portion  lost>  must  be  ascertained 
according  to  its  cost,  when  shipped  free  on 
board ;  and  that  the  proportion  between  that 
value  and  the  loss  actually  incurred  by  the 
perils  insured  against  would  give  the  per 
centage  payable  by  each  underwriter  on  his 
subscription. 

5.  Held  also  that,  in  applying  the  above 
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principle,  that  portion  of  the  cable  which 
was  lost  in  the  first  attempt  to  lay  down 
the  cable,  and  which  it  became  necessary  to 
replace  by  new  cable,  should  be  estimated 
at  the  cost  of  the  snbstitnted  cable;  bat 
that  as  regarded  that  portion  of  the  lost 
cable  which  was  taken  out  as  superflnoos 
cable,  by  way  of  a  provision  i^ainst  acci- 
dent, it  might  be  reasonable  to  consider  how 
far  Bach  cable,  if  not  lost,  would  have  been 
depreciated  in  marketable  value  by  having 
been  coiled  in  the  hold  of  a  vessel  or  by  other 
circumstances.    PaUr$on  v.  Hatrii,        336 

MARRIAGE. 

L  The  marriage  of  a  man  with  the  daughter 
of  the  half-sister  of  hii  deceased  wife  is 
null  and  void  by  stat.  5  A  6  W.  4,  o.  54.  The 
Queen  v.  The  Inhabitante'of  Bnghion,     447 

II.  A  marriage  within  the  prohibited  degrees  of 
consanguinity  or  affinity  is  null  and  void, 
although  one  of  the  parties  is  illegitimate. 

Id. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

L  Declaration  stated  that  defendants  were 
owners  of  a  coal-mine,  and  plaintiff  was  em- 
ployed by  defendants  as  a  collier  in  the  mine, 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment  it  was 
necessary  for  him  to  descend  and  ascend 
through  a  shaft  constructed  by  defendants ; 
that  by  the  negligence  of  defendants  the 
shaft  was  constructed  unsafely,  and  was,  by 
reason  of  not  being  sufficiently  lined  or 
cased,  in  an  unsafe  condition,  which  defend- 
ants well  knew :  and  by  reason  of  the  prem- 
isesy  and  also  by  reason,  as  defendants  well 
knew,  of  no  sufficient  or  proper  apparatus 
having  been  provided  by  defendants  to  pro- 
tect plaintiff  from  iiguries  arising  from  the 
unsafe  state  of  the  shaft,  a  stone  fell  f^om 
the  side  of  the  shaft  on  the  head  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  was  dangerously  wounded. 
Plea,  not  guilty.  At  the  trial  it  was  proved 
that  S.,  one  of  the  two  defendants,  was  man- 
ager of  the  mine,  and  that  it  was  worked 
under  his  personal  superintendence;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  aware  of  the  state 
of  the  shaft.  The  jury  found  that  the  de- 
fendants were  guilty  of 'personal  negligence. 
Held, 

1.  On  motion  to  enter  a  nonsuit,  that  on 
this  finding  of  the  jury  S.  was  liable,  and 
therefore  the  other  defendant  was  liable  also. 

2.  On  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that 
the  declaration  must  be  taken  to  allege  per- 
sonal knowledge  in  the  defendants  of  the 
state  of  the  shaft,  and  therefore  the  action 
was  maintainable.   Mellore  v.  Shaw,        437 

IT.  While  the  defendant's  porters  were  lowering 
bales  of  cotton  from  the  defendant's  ware- 
house and  his  carter  was  receiving  them  in- 
to his  lorry,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  waiting 
with  a  lorry  to  receive  a  load  of  cotton  for 
his  nkaster,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant's 


carter  assisted  him,  and,  in  consequence  of 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  porters, 
a  bale  of  cott-on  fell  upon  and  iigured  him. 
There  was  no  negligence  or  want  of  rea- 
sonable care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  or 
of  the  defendant's  carter.  Held,  that  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  to  an  aetion.  Poi- 
ter  V.  FatUkuer,  8M 

III.  The  Factors'  Acts,  6  6. 4,  e.  94,  and  5  A  « 
Vict  c.  89,  do  not  apply  to  the  case  of  mas- 
ter and  servant   Lamb  v.  Attenhorough,  831 

MATERIAL  FACT. 
Concealment  ot    See  Ixbcbuicb,  IL 

MEMORANDA. 
Trinity  Vacation  1861,  640. 
Michaelmas  Term  and  Vacation  1861,  824. 

MERCHANT'S  CLERK. 
See  Factor,  IL 

MERCHANT  SHIPPING  ACT,  1854. 

The  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1834,  17  k  18 
Vict  c.  104,  enacts  that  "  the  certificate  of 
registry  shall  be  used  only  for  the  lawful  na- 
vigation of  the  ship,  and  shall  not  be  subject 
to  detention  by  reason  of  any  title,  Uen, 
charge,  or  interest  whatsoever  which  any 
owner,  mortgagee,  or  other  person  may  hare 
or  claim  to  have  on  or  in  the  ship  described 
in  such  certificate :  and  if  any  person  what- 
ever" "refuses  on  request  to  deliver  vp 
such  certificate  when  in  his  possession  or 
under  his  control  to  the  person  for  the  time 
being  entitled  to  the  custody  thereof  for  the 
purposes  of  such  lawful  navigation,"  pro- 
ceedings may  be  taken  before  a  justice; 
"  and  unless  it  is  proved"  "  that  there  waa 
reasonable  cause  for  such  refusal,  the  offender 
shall  incur  a  penalty  not  exceeding  1002."; 
which,  or  any  part  of  which,  by  sect  524^ 
the  justice  may,  if  he  thinks  fit,  direct  to 
be  applied  in  compeo sating  any  person  for 
damage  sustained  by  him  in  consequence  of 
the  wrongful  act  Held,  by  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  and  affirmed  in  the  Ezche- 
cher  Chamber,  but  with  hesitation, 

1.  That  the  effect  of  sect  50  is  to  make 
any  pledge  of  the  certificate,  for  any  purpose 
whatever,  though  for  a  good  consideration, 
illegal  and  void ;  and,  consequently,  any  de- 
tainer of  a  certificate  so  pledged  illegal. 

2.  That,  where  the  person  entitled  to  the 
custody  of  the  certificate  for  the  pnrpoeet 
of  navigation  is  also  the  owner  of  the  ship, 
he  has  a  right  of  action  against  the  party  so 
detaining  the  certificate,  in  addition  to  his 
remedy,  in  the  former  character,  by  a  com- 
plaint before  a  justice.  And  this,  though 
he  be  himself  the  pledger,  and  for  a  good 
oonsideration. 

3.  Qussre,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench, 
whether  an  action  at  law  would  Ue^  by  the 


MERCHANT  SHIPPINa  ACT. 


MILITABT. 


1025 


Saity  merely  entitled  to  the  cmtody,  for  the 
detainer  made  unlawful  by  the  penal  part 
of  the  enactment.  If  it  woold,  ttmbU  that 
the  declaration  should,  in  that  caae,  arer 
ahaenee  of  reasonable  caiue.  Wiley  t.  Cram- 
ford  and  Fenwiekf  253 

HBTROPOLIS  LOCAL  MANAaEMBNT 

ACTS. 

L  The  parish  of  St  John's,  Southwark,  was, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  The 
Metropolis  Loeal  Management  Act,  1855, 18 
A  19  Viot.  0.  120,  goTemed  by  local  Acts,  26 
Q.  3,  c.  oziv.,  and  5  0.  4,  e.  IzzIt.  Under 
these  loeal  Acts  the  vestry  of  the  parish 
was  to  appoint,  annually,  a  select  vestry, 
which  seleet  vestry  was  to  nominate,  annu- 
ally, **  Governors  and  Directors  of  the  poor 
of  the  said  parish,"  who  were  to  make  rates 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish. 
Held,  that  the  power  to  appoint  the  govern- 
ors and  directors  was,  since  the  passing  of 
staL  18  A  19  Vict,  c  120,  transferred  to  the 
new  vestry  directed  to  be  appointed  by  that 
Act,  either  under  sects.  8,  90,  of  that  Act,  or 
under  sect.  3  of  the  amending  Act,  19  A  20 
Viet.  c.  112.  The  Qneen,  on  the  proeeeution 
a/the  Churd^wardetMf  <£'e.,  of  St,  John,  Sonih' 
warh,  reepe.,  v.  BendU,  app.,  54 

II.  The  Metropolis  Local  Management  Aet, 

18  A  19  Vict  c.  120,  empowers  the  vestry 
or  district  board  of  the  parish  or  district,  if 
necessary,  to  convert  an  insufficient  privy 
into  a  water-closet  The  Veetry  of  St,  Luke*; 
MiddUeeXf  appellante,  v.  Lewie,  reepondent, 

865 

IIL  In  a  parish  included  in  Schedule  A.  to 

the  Metropolis  Loeal  Management  Act,  18  A 

19  Viet  0. 120,  the  vestry,  in  consequence  of 
complaints  of  the  condition  of  two  privies  to 
four  houses  in  a  court,  served  upon  the  own- 
er a  notice  to  do  certain  works,  which  he 
complied  with  so  far  as  to  fix  pans  to  the 
closets,  but  not  in  providing  water  supply. 
The  surveyor  to  the  vestry^  after  due  notice 
to  the  owner,  entered  upon  and  inspected  the 
premises,  and  opened  the  drains  passing 
under  the  footway  pavement  and  connecting 
the  privies  with  the  sewer,  which  were  found 
to  be  choked  and  blocked  up.    These  drains 
he  cleansed  and  put  in  order  at  the  expense 
of  the  vestry,  which  then  served  notice  on 
the  owner,  requiring  him  to  find  water  sup- 
ply to  the  closets;  to  which  no  attention 
having  been  paid,  the  vestry,  after  giving 
notice  of  their  intention  to  do  so,  entered  on 
the  premises  by  their  officers,  and  fixed  a 
cistern  upon  the  roof  of  the  privies,  remov- 
ing the  roof^  and  also  three  courses  of  brick- 
work on  the  upper  side  or  pitch  thereof  for 
Ihc  purpose  of  procuring  a  level  base  for 
the  cistern ;  the  roof  was  not  replaoed|  but 
the  lower  part  of  the  cistern  formed  a  new 
toot    They  alio  fitted  the  necessary  plumb- 


er's work  for  connecting  the  cistern  with  the 
pipes  of  the  water  company,  and  also  the 
pipes  connecting  the  cistern  with  the  pans 
of  the  closets,  and  they  also  fixed  new  seats 
in  the  privies.  When  the  officers  entered  on 
the  premises  to  do  the  above  work,  the  pans 
of  both  the  privies  were  filled  and  choked  up 
with  filth,  and  the  seats  and  floor  were  co- 
vered with  filth  in  consequence  of  the  want 
of  water  supply.  Held  that,  under  the  Act, 
the  vestry  were  entitled  to  do  what  they 
had  done,  and  to  recover  the  expenses  from 
the  owner  of  the  houses.  Id. 

IV.  The  Metropolitan  Local  Management  Act, 
18  A  19  Vict  c.  120,  B.  69,  enacts,  that  the 
vestry  of  every  parish  mentioned  in  Sched- 
ule A.  shall  make  such  sewers  as  may  be 
necessary  for  effectually  draining  their  par- 
ish :  provided  that  no  now  sewer  shall  be 
made  without  the  previous  approval  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  Mandamus 
to  the  vestry  of  one  of  these  parishes,  com- 
manded them  to  make  such  sewers  as  might 
be  necessary  for  draining  a  particular  part 
of  the  parish,  and  to  take  all  necessary  steps 
in  that  behalf:  held  defective :  first,  because 

.  it  did  not  show  a  present  duty  to  make  the 
sewers ;  secondly,  because  it  ordered  the  de- 
fendants to  make  them  without  showing  that 
the  approval  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  had 
been  obtained.  The  Qveen  v.  The  Veetry  of 
St.  Luk^e,  CheUea,  903 

MILITABY. 

Status. 

Where  the  civil  rights  of  a  person  in  military 
service  are  affected  by  the  Judgment  of  a 
military  tribunal,  in  which  that  tribunal  has 
acted  without  jurisdiction,  or  has  exceeded 
its  Jurisdiction,  this  Court  will  interfere; 
alitor,  where  nothing  but  the  military  status 
of  the  party  is  affected  by  the  Judgment 
In  re  Maneergh,  400 

Tribunal. 

L  Where  the  eivil  rights  of  a  person  in  mil- 
itary service  are  affected  by  the  judgment 
of  a  military  tribunal,  in  which  that  tribu- 
nal has  acted  without  jurisdiction,  or  has 
exceeded  its  jurisdiction,  this  Court  will  in- 
terfere ;  alitor  where  nothing  but  the  military 
status  of  the  party  is  affected  by  the  judg- 
ment   In  re  Maneergh,  400 

IL  A  Captain  in  the  Queen's  servioe,  when 
stationed  with  his  regiment  in  India,  was 
gasetted  to  a  minority ;  and  the  appointment 
was  notified  in  the  general  orders  of  the 
Commander-in-chief  in  India  at  head-quar- 
ters, and  in  the  regimental  orders.  Subse- 
quently, the  Captain  having  written  to  the 
Colonel  of  that  regiment  an  insubordinate 
letter,  was  tried  by  court  martial  in  Indiai 
was  dismissed  the  service,  and  the  proceed- 
ings of  the  court  martial  transmitted  to  the 
Judge  Advocate  Qaneral  in  London :  thiea 
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yean  ftfterwards,  application  being  made  to 
this  Court  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the 
'udgment  of  the  court  martial,  in  order  that 
it  might  be  quashed,  the  Court  refused  to  in- 
terfere.    Jn  re  Man»trgh,  400 

MINE. 

t.  Declaration  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  was 
lawfully  possessed  of  lands,  jet  the  defend- 
ants so  wrongfully,  carelessly,  negligently, 
and  improperly,  and  without  leaying  any 
proper  or  sufficient  support,  worked  mines 
under  the  land,  that  great  parts  of  it  fell 
in,  whereby  the  plaintiff's  interest  in  the  land 
was  deteriorated,  and  a  mare  of  the  plaintiff 
was  killed.  Thyrd  plea,  as  to  working  the 
mines  without  leaving  any  proper  or  suffi- 
cient support,  that  in  the  reign  of  George 
the  Second  an  enclosure  Act  was  passed,  by 
which,  after  reciting  that  the  lord  of  the 
manor  of  W.  was  seised  of  the  soil  of  the 
commons,  parcel  of  the  manor,  and  of  coal- 
mines under  the  same,  and  certain  per- 
sons were  entitled  to  the  right  of  common 
in  the  commons,  and  being  willing  and  de- 
sirous to  improye  their  estates  and  proper- 
ties, and  that  the  said  commons  might  be  cul- 
tivated and  improved,  and  rendered  of  some 
use  and  value,  had  agreed,  with  the  consent 
of  the  lord,  that  the  same  should  be  en- 
closed, allotted,  and  divided  lunongst  them, 
it  was  enacted  that  the  commons  should  be 
set  o^^b,  awarded,  and  divided  accordingly ; 
and  that  the  lord  should  hold  and  e^joy 
the  mines  under  the  commons  so  to  be  allot- 
ted and  divided,  together  with  all  conveni- 
ent and  necessary  ways,  and  liberty  of  lay- 
ing ways  over  the  same,  and  of  searching 
for  and  working  the  mines,  as  fully  as  if  the 
Act  had  not  been  passed,  without  making 
any  satisfaction  for  so  doing ;  and  after  re- 
citing that  damage  might  be  done  to  persons 
by  reason  of  the  searching  and  working  the 
mines  by  the  lord  under  their  allotments, 
it  was  enacted,  that  when  any  person  should 
sustain  damage  in  his  allotment  by  the 
searching  for  and  working  of  the  mines 
tiierein,  or  the  laying  of  ways  therein,  com- 
pensation to  be  assessed  by  one  or  more  Jus- 
tices of  the  peace  should  be  made  to  him, 
and  borne  by  the  occupiers  of  the  allotments 
in  the  same  township.  That  the  commons 
were  allotted  and  divided  under  the  said 
Act,  and  the  land  of  the  plaintiff  was  parcel 
of  the  said  commons.  That  from  time  im- 
memorial up  to  the  passing  of  the  Act,  the 
lord  and  his  assigns  had  been  used  and  ac- 
customed as  of  right  to  search  for,  win,  and 
work  the  mines  under  the  commons  without 
leaving  any  support  for  the  lands  under 
which  the  mines  were  situate,  and  without 
making  any  satisfaction  for  any  injury  caused 
by  such  working;  and  that  from  Uie  time 
of  passing  the  Aet  the  mines  had  been  so 
irorkody  without  laaTlng  any  mippaxt;  and 


that  the  defend^ta  worked  the  mines  under 
a  lease  thereof  ttom  the  lord.  On  demurrerr 
held,  that  the  plea  was  bad,  such  a  prescrip- 
tion having  been  held  void,  as  unreasona- 
ble, in  HUton  «.  Earl  Granville,  5  Q.  B.  701. 
Fourth  plea,  as  to  working  the  mines  with- 
out leaving  proper  and  sufficient  support, 
that  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  W.  was  seised 
in  fee  of  the  mines  within  the  manor,  and 
that,  for  forty  years  next  before  the  com- 
mencement of  action,  the  lord  and  bis 
tenants  bad  been  used  and  accustomed  of 
right  to  work  the  mines  without  leaving  any 
support  for  the  lands  under  which  the  minea 
were  situate,  and  justifying  the  working  of 
the  mines  as  tenants  to  the  lord  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  said  right  and  custom.  The  fifth 
plea  was  similar,  alleging  the  custom  for 
twenty  yean.  On  demurrer,  held  that  these 
pleas  were  bad,  as  they  did  not  show  any 
acts  done  on  the  plaintiff's  land ;  and  acts 
done  on  the  land  of  another,  although  done 
as  of  right  for  twenty  or  forty  years,  eovld 
not  affect  the  plaintiff's  rights.  BlaekeU  ▼. 
Bradley  and  otkerB,  940 

[See  aleo  Limitatiok8.] 

MISDESCRIPTION  IN  SCHEDULB. 

I.  If  a  bill  of  exchange  be  substantially  de- 
scribed in  the  schedule  of  a  party  who  has 
taken  the  benefit  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Act,  1  A  2  Vict  0. 110,  an  unintentional  mis- 
take in  the  description,  either  of  the  bill  or 
of  the  parties  to  it,  will  not  pr^udiee  the 
insolvent.    Romellw  v.  BaUagkaw,  279 

II.  A  bUl  of  exchange  for  4bi,,  dated  30th 
October  1858,  had  been  drawn  by  an  insol> 
vent  upon,  and  accepted  by.  A.,  bat  in  his 
schedule  the  insolvent  described  the  IhU  as 
drawn  by  A.  and  aoeepted  by  himself,  sad 
dated  about  November,  1858.  The  insol- 
vent being  afterwards  sued  on  this  bill, 
pleaded  his  discharge  under  the  Act,  whoa 
the  jury  having  found  upon  the  evideneo 
that  the  misdescription  was  by  mistahe: 
held,  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  tho 
verdict  AC. 

III.  SembUf  perCrompton,  J.  If  an  insolvoot 
knows  that  a  bill  of  exchange  on  wbieh  he 
is  liable  has  been  endorsed  over  to  some 
person  unknown,  it  is  better  for  him  to  say 
so  in  his  schedule.  /dL 

MISJOINDER. 

A  declaration  alleged  that  A.,  administrator 
of  B.  and  C,  sued  D.,  for  money  payable 
by  him  to  A.  as  administrator,  and  C. ;  lor 
money  paid  by  C.  and  B.  in  his  liletimeiy 
Ac. ;  and  for  money  paid  by  A.,  administna- 
tor,  Ac,  and  C. ;  and  for  money  lent  by  C. 
and  B.  in  his  lifetime;  and  for  money  leal 
by  A.,  administrator,  Ac,  and  C.  i  and  eo 
aooonnts  stated  between  the  deftedani  aB4 
A.,  administrator,  Ao.,  and  C  T6  this  de- 
elantfoB  the  detedeBi  d«B«iied.    HeU^ 
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1.  Thftt  the  declaration  w«f  bad  for.j&ii- 
joinder. 

2.  That  the  defect  waa  not  enred  by  the 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1860  (23  k  24 
Viet.  o.  126),  1. 19.  B€U%ngham  and  another 
▼.  CUurk,  S32 

HONET  HAD  AND  RECEIVED. 

S$e  BniaTOL  AVD  Ezbtvb  Eailwat  Compaitt, 
and  iMeunAUCs,  II. 

NAVAL  STORES. 

L  On  a  aummary  conTiotion,  under  itat.  80 
A  40  G.  3,  c  80,  8. 18,  for  nnlawftal  poifes- 
aion  of  naral  atoree,  the  Commiiiioner  (or 
Saperintendent,  linee  atat  2  A  8  W.  4,  e.  40, 
M.  10, 11),  or  Juetiee  of  the  peace,  haa  power, 
in  the  altematWe,  either  to  inflict  a  flne  or 
to  impriaon  with  hard  labour  without  im- 
posing a  fine. 

n.  Qoaere  whether,  in  the  iatfter  event,  an  ap- 
peal to  the  Quarter  Seeiiona  ia  given  bj  wot 
22  of  thatatatnte? 

IIL  The  pendency  of  an  appeal  under  that 
•ecUon  has  not  the  effect  of  fw^Mr^^^g  the 
operation  of  the  leatenoe. 

IV.  Summary  eouTictions  under  that  atatnte 
are  not  affected  by  atat  11  A  12  Viet  c.  43. 
TU  Qu9$n  T.  WiUmott,  27 

NECESSITY,  WAY  0?. 
<8m  Wat,  IIL— VIL 

I 

NEOLiaSNCE. 

I.  Declaration  stated  that  defiradanta  wera 
ownera  of  a  coal-mine,  and  plaintiff  waa  em- 
ployed by  defendants  as  a  collier  in  the  mine, 
and  in  the  course  of  his  employment  it  waa 
neceaaary  for  him  to  descend  and  ascend 
through  a  shaft  constructed  by  defendants ; 
that  by  the  negligence  of  defendants  the 
shaft  was  constructed  unsafe^,  and  was,  by 
reason  of  not  being  suflcieatly  lined  or 
caaed,  in  an  unaafe  condition,  which  dsftnd- 
aata  well  knew :  and  by  reason  of  tiie  prem- 
ises, and  also  by  reason,  as  defendants  well 
knew,  of  no  sufficient  or  proper  apparatua 
baring  been  provided  by  defendants  to  pro- 
tect plaintiff  from  inO^^i^  arising  from  the 
unsafe  state  of  the  shaft,  a  stone  fell  trofn 
the  side  of  the  shaft  on  the  head  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  he  was  dangerously  wounded. 
Plea,  not  guilty.  At  the  trial  it  was  proved 
that  8^  one  of  the  two  defendants,  was  man- 
ager of  the  mine,  and  that  it  was  worked 
under  bis  personal  superintendence;  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  aware  of  the  state 
of  the  shaft  The  Jury  found  that  the  de- 
fendants were  guilty  of  personal  negUgencei 
Held, 

1.  On  motion  to  eater  a  jponsnit,  that  on 

-thia  finding  of  the  Juiy  S.  was  liable,  and 

tbereCora  the  ether  defendant  was  liaMe  also. 

$,  Ob  votioft  iAmft  «r.jii^^paan^  that 


the  declaration  must  be  taken  to  allege  per- 
sonal linowledge  in  the  defendants  of  the 
atate  of  the  shaft,  and  therefore  the  action 
waa  maintainable.  Mellon  v.  Shaio,  437 
II.  While  the  defendant's  porters  were  lowering 
bales  of  cotton  from  the  defendant's  ware- 
house and  his  carter  was  receiving  them  in- 
to his  lorry,  the  plaintiff,  who  was  waiting 
w|th  a  lorry  to  receive  a  load  of  cotton  for 
his  master,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant's 
carter  assisted  him,  and,  in  consequence  of 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  porters, 
a  bale  of  cotton  fell  upon  and  injured  him. 
There  was  no  negligence  or  want  of  rea- 
aonable  care  on  the  part  of  the  plainUff  or 
of  the  defendant's  carter.  Held,  that  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  to  an  action.  Pot- 
ter V.  J'anlkner,  800 

NOLLE  PROSEQUL 

I.  The  Attomey-Oeneral  has  power  to  enter  a 
nolle  prosequi  on  an  indictment  without  call- 
ing upon  the  prosecutor  to  show  cause  why 
that  ahonld  not  be  done ;  and  where  he  has 
done  so  this  Court  will  not  interfere. 

2.  Qwtre,  whether  the  nolle  prosequi  has 
the  effect  of  putting  an  end  to  the  prosecu- 
tion altogether  f  The  Queen,  on  the  jiroeeeu- 
tion  of  Gregory,  ▼.  Allen,  850 

NON  INFREGIT  CONVENTIONBM.' 
See  GiHEBAL  Isaui,  I. 

NOTICE  OF  CLAIM. 

See  Laitdb  Clauskb  Cohbolidatioh  Act. 

[NOTICE  TO  QUIT. 
See  LsABB,  II.] 

OCCUPATION. 
See  BmnvioxAL  OcouPATioir. 

OMISSION  TO  STAMP. 
See  AanoLBB  of  CuiBKaHiP. 

PARDON  UNDER  GREAT  SEAL. 

L  A  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal  takes  away 
the  privilege  of  a  witness  in  not  answering, 
so  far  as  regards  any  risk  of  prosecution  at 
the  suit  or  in  the  name  of  the  Crown.  The 
Queen  v.  Bojfee,  811 

II.  The  Act  of  Settlement,  12  A 13  W.  3,c.  2,  s. 
8,  which  enacts  that  no  pardon  under  the 
Great  Seal  shall  be  pleadable  in  bar  to  an  im- 
peachment by  the  Commons  in  Parliament, 
renders  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal  wholly 
inoperative  to  prevent  impeachment  by  the 
House  of  Commons,  and  so  get  rid  .  of 
the  Judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords ;  for 
that  purpose  a  euhee<^neni  pardon  must  be 
granted  by  the  Crown :  per  Cockburr,  Q.  J., 
Crompton  BAd  HiU,  J$*  i  dnbitute  SJaek- 
haxn,  J.  M» 
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PARDON. 


PAUPBB. 


HL  On  thetrUlof  an  information  forbriboj, 
filed  by  the  Attorney-General  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  House  of  Commons,  one  of  the 
persons  charged  in  the  information  to  haye 
been  bribed  by  the  defendant  was  called  as 
a  witness ;  and,  on  his  deolining  to  answer 
any  questions  with  respect  to  the  alleged 
bribery,  the  counsel  for  the  Grown  handed 
him  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal;  which 
the  witness  accepted,  but  still  declined  to 
answer :  held,  that  the  possible  risk  of  im- 
peachment by  the  House  of  Commons,  not- 
withstanding the  pardon  under  the  Great 
Seal,  according  to  the  Act  of  Settlement,  12 
A  13  W.  3,  c  2,  s.  8,  was  not  a  sufficient 
ground  to  entitle  him  to  the  pririlege  of  not 
answering.     Tht  Queen  t.  Bo^fee,  311 

lY.  On  the  trial  of  that  information,  a  wit- 
ness who  was  called  to  proTe  the  fact  of  his 
having  received  a  bribe  frpm  the  defendant, 
objected  to  giro  eridenoe  on  the  ground  that 
the  effect  of  the  evidence  he  was  called  upon 
to  give  would  be  to  oriminate  himselt  There- 
upon the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed  to 
the  witness  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal, 
who  accepted  it  The  witness,  however,  still 
objecting  to  give  evidence,  and  the  Judge 
entertaining  doubts  as  to  whether  the  wit- 
ness eould  be  properly  compelled  to  answer, 
notwithstanding  the  pardon,  an  arrangement 
'was  come  to  between  the  counsel  on  both 
sides,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Judge,  that 
the  witness  should  be  directed  to  answer, 
but  that  the  opinion  of  this  Court  should 
be  taken  as  to  whether  the  privilege  of  the 
witness  remained  notwithstanding  the  par- 
don ;  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  undertaking, 
in  the  event  of  this  Court  holding  the  affirm- 
ative, to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi,  if  the  de- 
fendant should  be  convicted.  The  defend- 
ant having  been  convicted,  this  Court  granted 
a  rule  to  show  cause  why  a  new  trial  should 
not  be  had;  and,  having  heard  it  argued, 
discharged  it,  protesting  against  the  course 
pursued  at  the  trial  being  drawn  into  a  pre- 
oedent>-as  the  Court  was  thereby  called  on 
to  pronounce  a  judgment  which  it  was  with- 
out authority  to  enforce.  Id. 

PARTIAL  LOSS. 
Ste  Mabihx  Ikbubahcb. 

PARTICULAR  AYBRAGB. 
3m  Atbbaox. 

PARTNERS. 
Se€  Mastbb  AMU  Skbyaxt,  L 

PAUPSR. 

Battlement  of. 

L  The  grounds  of  removal  of  a  ftmale  pan- 
p«r  stated  a  derivative  settlement  from,  her 
great-grandfkther;  and  alleged  an  aeknow- 
ledgment  of  that  aettleinMit  by  relief  given 


to  her  great-grandmother,  and  by  a  ooUattt. 
ral  relation  having  been  removed  to  tb« 
parish.  On  the  trial  of  an  appeal  at  tha 
Quarter  Sessions  against  the  order  of  remo- 
val, the  respondents  offered  evidmce  to  ihow 
the  removal  to  the  appellant  parish  of  ano- 
ther collateral  relation — the  wife  of  a  grand- 
son of  the  common  ancestor — on  a  settle- 
ment also  derived  from  him.  This  evidenee 
was  objected  to,  but  received,  and  the  quea- 
tion  of  its  admissibility  was  reserved  for  this 
Court:  Held, 

That  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  wwa 
prohibited  by  stot  11  A  12  Viot  c.  31,  firoA 
reserving  the  above  question  for  the  eonsi- 
deration  of  this  Court. 

Per  Hill  and  Crompton,  Jb.,  dubitanta 
Cockbum,  C.  J.,  that  the  evidence  was  re- 
ceivable. The  Qneen  v.  Tke  Inkabitante  of 
Button,  534 

[IL  A  widow  whose  parish  of  settlement  was 
Aughton,  but  who  was  irremovable  from 
Leeds  by  a  five  years'  residence,  had  three 
children,  and  being  unable  to  maintain  them, 
the  Leeds  board  of  guardians  made  an  eider 
for  the  admission  of  such  three  efaUdreii  into 
the  workhouse.  A  few  weeks  afterwards  the 
overseers  of  Leeds  obtained  an  order  for  the 
removal  of  these  children  to  Anghton.  The 
object  of  the  board  of  guardians  in  sending 
them  to  the  workhouse  was  their  removal  to 
their  place  of  settlement  They  were  sent 
there  with  the  consent  of  their  mother,  bat 
she  was  not  informed  that  the  result  of  aep- 
arating  her  children  from  her  would  be  their 
removal  to  Anghton.  Each  ef  the  children 
at  the  time  of  the  order  of  removal  was  nndar 
seven  years  of  age : 

Held,  that  under  the  cironmatancea  the 
separation  of  the  ehildren  tnm  the  mother 
was  a  fraud  upon  her,  and  that  the  order  ef 
removal  was  bad : 

Held  also,  that  as  the  ohfldren  were  within 
the  age  of  nurture,  the  mother  eonld  not  eon-- 
sent  to  their  separation  from  her.  Begima  ▼. 
AufflUon,  973] 

jSSm  also,  Rati,  Poob. 

Lunatic 

I.  The  expression  "  Union,"  in  the  16  A  IT  Viet 
0.  97,  s.  97,  relative  to  the  settlement  and 
expenses  incurred  in  respect  of  pauper  Ivna* 
tics,  applies  to  a  union  formed  under  Gil- 
bert's Act  (22  G.  3,  c  83).  Tke  Qmeem  t. 
Tke  Inkabitante  of  Braml^,  732 

II.  A  panper  lunatic  had  resided  for  more 
than  five  years  in  the  respondent  parish  with 
her  father  and  mother,  when  he  died,  and 
she  continued  to  reside  with  her  mother  in. 
that  parish  till  October  1858,  when  ahe  vas 
sent  to  the  workhouse,  where  she  remained 
till  the  24th  January,  1880.  In  Deeemhery 
1859,  her  mother  went  to  reside  in  anelhw 
parish,  but  did  not  aequira  any  setdeaMBi  ia 
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own  riglit  On  the  34th  JaavAty,  1850, 
€bm  panper  lonatEe  Was  sent  from  tha  work- 
bovsa  to  the  oonnty  Innatle  asylam  and  was 
eOBflned  there  until  the  25th  April  following, 
when  she  was  dis^arged  attd  went  to  reside 
wHh  her  mother.  tJpon  an  appeal,  against 
•a  order  of  ac[Jndieation  and  maintenanee, 
uideT  Stat  16  St  17  Viet  e.  07,  upon  the  par* 
lab  in  whieh  her  fkther  was  settled:  held 
that,  the  paaper  Innatio  being  nnemanei- 
pttted,  oontinued  part  of  her  mother's  family, 
■ad  therefore,  her  mother  haring  eeased  to 
be  irremoTable,  she  also  eeased  to  be  irremo- 
▼nble^  and  the  order  was  rightly  made.  Th^ 
Qm^nr,  Tk»  Ckmreh»ardtn$  ta^d  OvenMn 
of  Si,  Ifary  Archer,  BacHer,  800 

PBKIL8  OV  THB  SEA. 
&€  MARnrx  IirsuBAVCB. 

PIPES,  KATnro. 
Se€  TowKS  lunontutvt  Clauses  Act. 

PLBADINa. 

L  The  mandatory  part  of  a  writ  of  manda- 
mas  may  be  rery  general;  bnt  the  retnm 
mnst  be  yeiy  minnte  in  showing  why  the 
party  did  not  do  what  he  was  commanded, 
per  Crompton  and  Blaokbam,  Js.  Tke 
Queem,  on  tks  pro§eeuii<m  of  tke  Moyvr,  AU 
dtrmem,  and  Bur^—u  of  Souikampton^  T. 
Tke  CommUeionere  of  tks  Port  of  Souikamp- 

OMf  6 

H.  The  Metropolitan  Loeal  Management  AoV 
18  A  10  Viet  0.  120,  s.  60,  enaoto,  that  the 
restry  of  erery  parish  mentioned  in  Sohed- 
vie  A.  shall  make  snch  sewers  as  may  be 
Booessary  for  effeotaally  draining  their  par- 
ish :  proTided  that  no  new  sewer  shall  be 
Bade  without  the  prerions  approval  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  Mandamus 
to  the  restry  of  one  of  these  parishes,  eom- 
manded  them  to  make  suah  sewers  as  might 
be  neeessary  for  draining  a  partioular  part 
•f  the  parish,  and  to  take  all  neeessary  steps 
in  that  behalf:  helddefootiTo:  first,  because 
it  did  not  show  a  present  duty  to  make  the 
sewers;  secondly, because  it  ordered  the  do- 
fondants  to  make  them  without  showing  that 
the  approral  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  had 
been  obtained.  Tke  Queen  r,  Tke  Veetry  of 
St,  Luke\  Ckeleea,  OOS 

Bquitable. 

DeclaratioB  for  goods  bargained  and  sold,,  and 
goods  bargained,  sold,  and  doliTcred.  Plea, 
infancy.  Replication  on  equitable  grounds, 
that  the  defondant,  at  the  time  of  the  accru- 
ing of  the  causes  of  action,  with  knowledge 
of  his  true  age,  falsely  and  fraudulently 
represented  to  the  plaintiir  that  he,  the  de- 
ftadaat,  was  of  ftill  age,  whereby  the  plaia- 
tiir  was  induced  to  enter  into  the  contract 
■ad  supply  the  goods;  On  demurrer,  held, 
that  the  replication  was  no  aatww  to  the 
B.  *  S.,  VOL.  I. — 88 


plea  either  at  law,  or  as  an  etiuitable  replica- 
tion under  sect  86  of  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  1864,  17  A  18  Vict  e.  126. 
Bartiettr.  Weile,  836 

[Arerments. 

By  the  30  Goo.  8,  c  70,  s.  23,  ^nj  person  haying 
any  printing-press  is  to  cause  notice  thereof 
to  be  giren  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace  acting 
for  the  county,  stewarty,  riding,  division,  city, 
borough,  town,  or  place  where  the  same  shall 
be  intended  to  be  used  .  .  .  under  a  penalty 
of  20(.  for  keeping  or  using  such  press.  By 
the  7  A  8  Vict  c  71,  s.  11,  the  Quarter  Bes- 
sions  for  the  city  of  Westminster  are  abolished, 
and  all  the  duties  of  the  officers  thereof  are 
transferred  to  the  county  of  Middlesex.  To 
an  aetion  for  work  and  labour  (printing) 
brought  by  a  printer  canying  on  business  in 
Westminster,  the  defendant  pleaded,  thirdly, 
that  the  printing  was  done  after  the  passing 
of  the  aboTO  Acts^  and  that  the  plaiotiif  had 
not  delirered  any  notice  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  for  Middlesex ;  fourthly,  that  the  print- 
ing was  done  after  the  passing  of  the  30  Geo. 
8,  e.  70,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had  not  de- 
llTered  any  notice  to  the  derk  of  the  peace 
for  the  dty  of  Westarinster : 

Held,  upon  demurrer,  that  the  pleas  were 
bad,.as  each  plea  should  haTC  negatlTed  that 
Botlce  was  glr en  neither  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  for  the  city  of  Westminster,  nor  to  the 
clerk  of  the  peaee  for  Middlesex. 

Sembie,  that  the  pleas  would  have  beeA 

good  if  properly  pleaded.    Day  ▼.  Htminge, 

003] 
Double. 

See  DovB£a  PLXADtiro. 

POLICB. 

Stat  16  St  16  Vict  e.  81,  9b,  82,  84,  and  86, 
which  provides  for  tho  collection  of  the 
eounty-rate  in  parishes  situate  partly  within 
boroughs  and  partly  without,  applies  only 
to  boroughs  *«  not  subject  to  contribute  to 
the  eounty-rate,*"  and  therefore,  where  a 
parish  is  situate  partly  within  a  borough 
which  contributes  to  the  county-rate,  a  sepa- 
rate rate  towards  the  expense  of  the  county 
police  cannot  be  made  upon  the  part  without 
the  borough,  though  the  part  within  it*  is 
governed  by  a  local  Act,  under  which  police 
constobles  are  appointed  and  paid.  Tke 
Queen  t.  Tke  (hereetre  of  HuddeireJIeid,   061 

POLICY  OP  INSURANCE. 
Seo  iMvutLjascm,  I* 

POOB. 
See  Batx,  Poob;  and  PAvrxB. 

PBACTICE  AT  TRIAL. 

L  On  the  trial  of  an  infoiteatiott  for  bribery 
s(t  ail  sleotlen  for  aembett  of  Pariiaiewt  for 
a  botoufll,  Hod  by  Ibt  Atters«y-etMrai:l^ 
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PUBLIC  BRIDGE. 


-  the  direction  of  the  House  of  Commons,  *  wit- 
ness who  was  oalled  to  prove  the  &ot  of  his 
hsTing  received  a  bribe  from  the  defendant, 
objected  to  give  eridenoe  on  the  ground  that 
the  effect  of  the  evidence  he 'was  called  upon 
to  give  would  be  to  criminate  himself.  There- 
upon the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed  to 
the  witness  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal, 
who  accepted  it  The  witness,  however,  still 
objecting  to  give  evidence,  and  the  Judge 
entertaining  doubts  as  to  whether  the  wit- 
ness could  be  properly  compelled  to  answer, 
notwithstanding  the  pardon,  an  arrangement 
was  come  to  between  the  counsel  on  both 
sides,  with  the  sanction  of  the  Judge,  that 
the  witness  should  be  directed  to  answer, 
but  that  the  opinion  of  this  Court  should 
be  taken  as  to  whether  the  privilege  of  the 
witness  remained  notwithstanding  the  par- 
don ;  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  undertaking, 
in  the  event  of  this  Court  holding  the  affirm- 
ative, to  enter  a  nolle  prosequi,  if  the  de- 
fendant should  be  convicted.  The  defend- 
ant having  been  convicted,  this  Court  granted 
a  nde  to  show  cause  why  a  new  trial  should 
not  be  had;  and,  having  heard  it  argued, 
discharged  it,  protesting  against  the  course 
pursued  at  the  trial  being  drawn  into  a  pre- 
cedent—as the  Court  was  thereby  called  on 
to  pronounce  a  judgment  which  it  was  with- 
out authority  to  enforce.   Tk*  Quun  v.  J9oy««, 
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PBBSCRIPTION. 

[PRBSBNTMBNT  FOR  PAYHBNT. 
See  Chick.] 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGBNT. 

I.  A.,  professing  to  have  authority  firom  the 
owners  of  certain  premises,  gcanted  m  parol 
leaae  of  them  for  seven  yean  io  £.,  juid  let 
.him  into  possession.    The  owners,  disavow- 
ing the  authority  of  A.,  demanded  possession 
of  the  premises  from  B. ;  and,  on  his  jeAisal, 
brought  an  €|jectment  againat  him.  B.,.rely- 
•ing  on  a  statement  of  A.  that  he  had  autho- 
.rity  to  act  as  he  did,  and  that  the  ejectment 
^wonld  not  be  persevered  in,  and  also  on  the 
.advice  of  his  own  attorney,  defended  the 
>«l)ectment,  but  unsuccessfully,  and  was  tum- 
ped out  of  possession.    B.  having  brought 
.«n  action  against  A.  for  this  felse  assumption 
•of  anthority,  the  jury  found  that  A.  had  acted 
bon&  fide  and  without  ftmud,  and  through 
a  misapprehension  that  he  had  anthority. 
Held  that  B.  waa  not  entitled  to  recover  aa 
damages  against  A.  the  oosts  incurred  in 
defending  the  €|jectment  Pow  v.  Davie,  220 
21.  A.,  as  agent  for  a  foreign  owner,  entered 
into  a  policy  of  insurance  on  a  ship  in  the 
usual  form.    At  the  time  of  effecting  the  in- 
»   aorance,  A.  was  in  possession  of  a  letter  from 
-    the  captain,  informing  him  that  the  ship  had 
\  iieoa&ved  i^nij,  which   fiMi  he^   without 


fraudulent  intention  to  deceive,  omitted  te 
disclose  to  the  underwriters.  The  ship  was 
lost,  and  B.,  one  of  the  underwriters,  paid  to 

A.  his  amount  of  the  insurance ;  bu^  having 
subsequently  become  acquainted  with  the 
above  circumstance,  brought  an  aetiMi  ler 
money  had  and  received  against  him  to  re- 
cover it  back.  A.,  before  he  was  aware  of 
B.'s  intention  to  dispute  the  policy,  and 
acting  bon&  fide  throughout^  transmitted  to 
his  principal  the  money  he  had  received 
from  the  various  underwriters ;  with  the  ex- 
ception of  a  certain  amount  for  which  he 
had  allowed  the  principal  credit  in  a  settled 
account^  and  of  another  which,  with  the 
anthority  of  the  principal^  he  had  expended 
in  a  suit  brought  by  him  on  behalf  of  the 
principal  against  C,  another  underwriter  on 
the  policy ;  held, 

1.  That»  in  consequence  of  the  eoneeal- 
ment  from  the  underwriters  of  the  leet 
stated  in  the  captain's  letter,  the  policy  waa 
voidable  at  the  election  of  the  underwriters. 

2.  That  A.  being  only  an  agen^  of  which 

B.  was  aware,  and  having,  without  notiee 
of  B.'s  intention  to  repudiate  the  contrael^ 
paid  over  to  his  principal  the  amount  re- 
ceived from  the  underwriters,  B.  was  not  ea- 
titled  to  recover  back  from  A.  his  amount  of 
the  insurance. 

8.  That  there  waa  no  difference  in  this  re- 
spect between  the  money  actually  paid  ever 
by  A.  to  his  principal,  and  the  moneys  which 
had  either  been  allowed  in  account  between 
them  or  expended  in  the  suit  against  C. 

i.  Quare,  whether  B.  would  have  been  en- 
titled to  recover,  if  he  had  not  known  that 
A.  was  acting  merely  aa  agent?  HoUand  v. 
Bveeell,  424 

PRIVILEaB  OP  WITNESS  IN  NOT  AN- 
SWERING. 

See  WxTRxss,  PniriLxaB  or  n  rot  AvawsBive. 

PRIVILBOEB  ARTICLB& 

I.  Under  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Act,  1  A  2 
Vict.  c.  110,  it  is  not  a  condition  on  the 
non-vesting  in  the  assignees  of  privileged 
articles  of  the  insolvent  not  exceeding  the 
value  of  20^,  that  those  articles  be  speeifted 
by  him  In  bis  schedule.    WilUmer  ▼.  JecJUia, 

641 

II.  Quare,  when  the  value  of  eueh  artielei 
exceeds  202.  Id, 

PROHIBITBD  DB0RBK& 

See  MARRiAflE. 

PROPERTT  LANDLOCKSD. 
See  Wat,  III.— VIL 

PROPERTT  TAX. 
See  Tmm  Cokvutatior  Rxrt  Chab«%  IIL 

PUBLIC  B&ID0B. 
Am  Brums. 


QUAKER. 
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QUAEBR. 
8m  Csubcb-Bate,  IL 

QUABTSB  SESSIONS. 
Appeal  to. 

Qnatr^,  whether  on  %  fmnmary  eonrietion  un- 
der 39  k  40  O.  3,  e.  89,  i.  IS,  for  nnlawAil 
poieeaeion  of  naval  stores,  where  the  party 
)e  sentenced  to  imprisonment  with  hard  la- 
bour, without  a  fine  being  imposed,  an  appeal 
to  the  Quarter  Sessions  is  given  by  sect.  21  ? 
The  Qnmm  t.  WiUmatt,  27 

A^Jonxament  oH 

X.  The  general  power  of  a  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions  to  adjourn  to  the  next  Sessions  the 
hearing  of  an  appeal,  where  the  particular 
Act  giving  the  appeal  does  not  limit  the  hear- 
ing and  determination  of  it  to  one  Sessions 
only,  extends  to  cases  where  the  hearing  of 
the  appeal  has  commenced  and  the  eridenee 
Is  partly  before  the  Court.  The  Sessions 
have  power,  in  such  a  ease,  to  wyoum  the 
ftirther  hearing  to  the  next  Sessions,  for  the 
purpose  of  additional  eridence  being  pro- 
cured: or  for  any  eauae  which,  in  their 
discretion,  may  render  the  adjournment  ex- 
pedient. 1%§  Queen  t.  Tke  Ouardiane  of  the 
Oambridge  Union,  61 

H.  Sessions  may  exercise  this  power  of  ad- 
journment in  appeals  under  The  Lunatic  Asy- 
lums Act,  16  A  17  Vict.  c.  97 ;  the  Act  not 
limiting  the  hearing  and  determination  to 
the  Sessions  for  which  the  appeal  Is  entered, 
or  at  which  it  is  first  gone  into.  Id. 

Case  reserred  by. 

The  grounds  of  remoral  of  a  female  pau- 
per stated  a  deriTatlre  settlement  from  her 
great-grandfather;  and  alleged  an  acknow- 
ledgment of  that  settlement  by  relief  given 
to  her  great-grandmother,  and  by  a  collate- 
ral relation  having  been  removed  to  the 
parish.  On  the  trial  of  an  ^peal  at  the 
Quarter  Sessions  against  the  order  of  remo- 
val, the  respondents  offered  evidence  to  show 
the  removal  to  the  appellant  parish  of  ano- 
ther collateral  relation — the  wife  of  a  grand- 
son of  the  common  ancestor^on  a  settle- 
ment also  derived  from  him.  This  evidence 
waa  objected  to,  but  received,  and  the  ques- 
tion of  its  admissibility  waa  reserved  for  this 
Court:  Held, 

1.  That  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  were 
ptohibited  by  stat  11  A  12  Vict,  c  81,  from 
reserving  the  above  qnestloB  for  the  consi- 
deration of  this  Court. 

2.  Per  Hill  and  Crompton,  Js.,  dnbltaate 
Coekbnm,  0.  J.,  that  the  evidence  was  re- 
aeivabla.  Tke  Queen  v.  The  Inhabitanie  of 
Xugtom,  884 

QUESTIONS  TBNDINO  TO  CRIMINATE. 
Sm  Wmifs,  Pbitilmb  ov  is  vot  AViwiBiirtf. 


RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

L  A  railway  Company,  carrying  on  business 
as  common  carriers  for  hire,  refused  to  re- 
ceive certain  goods  tendered  to  them  for  car- 
riage as  such,  unless  the  sender  of  the  goods 
would  sign  a  condition  by  which  the  Com- 
pany were  not  to  be  answerable  <'for  the 
loss,  detention,  or  damage  of  any  paolLage 
insufficiently  or  improperly  packed,  marked, 
directed,  or  described" :  Held  an  unjust  and 
unreasonable  condition,  both  at  common  law 
and  under  the  Railway  and  Canal  Traffic 
Act,  17  A  18  Vict.  c.  31.  Oarton  amd  aiio- 
ther  V.  The  Britiol  wd  Extttr  Railway 
Company,  112 

IL  Semhlt,  per  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  that  a  con- 
dition imposed  by  a  railway  Company  car- 
rying on  business  as  common  carriers  for 
hire,  that  "  no  claim  for  damage  will  be  al- 
lowed unless  made  within  three  days  after 
the  delivery  of  the  goods,  nor  for  Iocs  unless 
made  within  three  days  of  the  time  that 
they  should  be  delivered,"  is  unjust  and  un- 
reasonable. 
IIL  A  railway  Company,  carrying  on  busi- 
ness as  common  carriers  for  £ire,  refused  to 
receire  the  goods  of  A*  B.  oi)  the  ground 
that  they  were  tendered  after  %  quarter  past 
five  in  the  evening,  although  they  did  receive 
the  goods  of  C.  D.  at  a  later  ^our:  Held, 
that,  in  the  absence  of  e^plj»nation,  this  was 
unlawAil  conduct  in  the  Company,  and  A. 
B.  having  sustained  damage  in  consequence 
of  it,  was  entitled  to  recover  against  them. 
IV.  A  declaration    alleged   that   a  railway 
Company,  carrying  on  business  as  common 
carriers  for  hire,  rcAised  to  carry  certain 
goods  unless  the  sender>of  the  goods  would 
sign  certain  **  unjust  and  unreasonable  con- 
ditions" :  Held,  that  this  allegation  was  sat- 
isfied by  proof  that  one  of  the  conditions  thus 
required  to  be  signed  was  upjost  and  unrea- 
sonable. Id. 
[V.  The  by-laws  of  the  Eastern  Counties  Rail- 
way Company  provides  that  **  each  passenger 
booking  his  place  will  be  (tarnished  with  a 
ticket  which  he  is  to  show  and  deliver  up 
when  required  to  the  guard  In  charge  of  the 
train,  or  to  any  officer  or  servant  of  the  said 
company  authorised  to  inspect  or  collect  tick- 
ets.   Each  passenger  not  producing  or  deliv- 
ering up  his  ticket  wlien  required  is  hereby 
subjected  to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  40«." 
The  said  company  granted  annual  tickets  for 
passengers  up  and  down  their  line,  which 
ticket  expressed  that  it  was  to  be  exhibited 
when  required,  and  the  holder  was  required 
to  sign  a  memorandum  in  which  it  was  pro- 
vided that  he  would  "  abide  by  and  conform 
to  the  company's  present  and  future  by-laws,*' 
and  also  that  he  would  produce  his  ticket  on 
entering  the  company's  carriages,  or  when- 
ever required  by  the  company's  servants, "  or 
la  defhnlt  thereof  pay  the  ordinary  Hue  f 
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BATE. 


Heidi  Ibftt  a  pMMnger  irbo  bad  ui  anniul 
ticket  XTM  lubject  to  the  aboTo  by-law,,  aad 
that  he  incurred  the  penalty  of  40«.  for  refil- 
ing to  produce  his  ticket  when  required  by 
the  company's  oflloer.  Woodward  t.  The 
Eattem  Countiet  Bailwajf  Company,        977] 

See  aUo  Goxpaitt,  Bbistol  akb  ExBns  Raii«- 
WAT  CoMPAHT,  and  LAUDS  Cl.AVtB»  Cox- 
80LIDATI0H  ACT. 

RATE. 
Church.    See  CHVSCH*RAn. 
Poor. 

L  The  Society  of  Licensed  Victuallers,  founded 
for  the  purpose  of  relieving  distressed  mem- 
bers from  its  funds,  was  incorporated  by 
Royal  charter.  The  Society  maintained  a 
school  for  the  education,  free  of  charge,  of 
the  children  of  decayed  or  deceased  licensed 
Tictuallers;  and  possessed  a  school-house 
and  other  premises,  used  for  that  purpose. 
The  charter  prorided  that  the  management 
of  the  Society  should  be  intrusted  to  a  Got- 
emor  and  Committee :  and  that  the  members 
ff  the  Society  should  meet  quarterly,  and 
should  haTo  power,  at  such  meetings,  to 
make  by-laws.  One  of  these  by-laws,  so 
ojuie,  proTided  that  these  quarterly  meetings 
should  be  held  on  the  premises  of  the  So- 
ciety's school,  or  at  such  other  place  as  the 
QoTernor  and  Committee  might  appoint 
These  meetings  were  accordingly  held  on  the 
premises.  On  appeal  by  the  Society  against 
a  poor-rate,  a  general  rate  for  defraying  the 
expenses  of  The  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Ac^  and  a  sewers-rate  for  defraying 
the  expenses  of  the  main  drainage^  assessed 
upon  them  in  respect  of  the  premises  in 
qnestiQii :  Held,  that  the  Society  had  a  ben- 
afioial  occupation  of  the  premises,  and  were 
zateable  in  respect  of  them.  The  Queen  t. 
The  Governor  and  Committee  of  The  Lieeneed 
Victmallere'  Society,  71 

IL  Where  a  beneficed  clergyman  is  compella- 
ble by  his  Bishop  to  appoint  a  curate,  or 
under  a  sense  of  religious,  independent  of 
legal  obligation,  appoints  onei,  in  either  ease 
be  is  entitled,  in  assessing  his  tithe  commuta- 
Uon  rent-charge  to  the  poor-rate  under  6  A  7 
W.  4,  c.  96,  to  deduct  the  salary  of  the  eurate 
IVom  the  amount  of  the  rent-charge.  Wil- 
liame,  app.,  t.  The  Overeeere  of  Llangeimeen, 
reepe,,  699 

IIL  Two  districts  ac^oined  each  other,  and 
from  time  immemorial  a  single  rector  had 
been  presented,  admitted,  and  instituted  to- 
them  jointly ;  and  it  had  been  the  unifbrm 
oustom  to  bare  a  single  performanoe  of 
dlTine  serrice  in  each  every  Sunday.  Tbe< 
incumbent  of  the  parish  Toluntarily,  but  In. 
ctpnsequenoe  of  a  wish  expressed  by  the- 
Bishop  to  the  clergy  generally  that  there 
should  be  two  performances  of  BiTi&e  ler* 
Tiee  in  the  ohurohes  of  the  dioceae,  ilitro- 


dneed  tha  praetiot  of  having  a  morning  and 
erening  performance  of  Dirine  serrice  at 
each  of  the  churches,  and  employed  a  eoittta 
to  assist  bin.  in  the  performance  of  theoi : 
held,  that  the  Incnmbent  was  entitled  to  a 
deduction  of  the  curate's  lalaxy  from  tba 
amount  Hmt  wbieb  he  was  liaUa  to  be  nAed 
to  the  poor-rate  wader  6  A  7  W.  4»  e.  IML 
WiUiame^  <V1S  ▼-  ^'  Otereeere  of  Ltem- 
geinmm,  reepe»,  499 

IV.  GoncesBum,  that  in  thai  ease  the  ineom- 
bent  was  entitled  to  a  dednetion  from  it  for 
the  amount  of  tenant's  property  tax,  under 
16  A  17  Viet  o.  3i.  Id. 

V.  The  parish  of  W.,  before  the  appropriatioB 
of  the  rectory  and  the  endewment  of  tbi 
▼ioarage,  comprised  the  hnmlet*  of  Chnaft  W., 
Little  W.,  B.  and  D.  In  Qreai  W.  frna  tiie 
mother  ehureh.  In  the  hamlet  ef  B.  n  eibnpal 
was  buUt,  and  it  is  mentiened  as  a  ohapeby 
te  W.  in  the  Eoetesiaatieal  Taxation  of  Pepe 
Kieholai  the  Fourth,  a.  n.  1S91 :  fewenty  jmn 
later  Merton  College,  Oxford,  obt^ned  a 
lioense  firom  King  Edward  II.  tneppropriate 
the  rectory  of  W.,  together  with  tiw  eiii^ 
of  B.  Two  years  later  the  riearage  «f  W. 
was  endowed,  and  the  yiear  was,  by  the 
endowment-deed,  required  to  oanie  theciia|Ml 
of  B.  to  be  senred  with  a  raitable  plicate 
In  1616  B.  had  a  parsonage  honeeand  glebe 
lands.  The  chapel  of  B.  waa  aarred  eitbsr 
by  a  Fellow  of  Merlon  Ceihge,  or  by 
appointad  by  that  College^  er  by  Uie 
of  W.,  er  his  encata.  The  chapel  kanring 
fkllen  into  mlns,  it  wma  leboiH  in  IWi,  and 
the  cure  thereof  reetored  te  theeirareh  ef  W., 
and  an  annual  stipend  granted  to  the  enrata 
out  of  the  appropriate  reetory :  this  ceased 
probably  when  an  arrangement  was  made  bgr 
Merton  College  that  they  weidd:  giro  a  besia 
fleial  lease  of  the  seelorial  tithee  of  the  glebe 
of  B.  to  their  senior  resident  Fellow  en  eon* 
dition  of  his  proTiding  fisr  the  erne  ef  B. 
In  1884,  Merton  College  rearived  that  the 
lease  of  the  great  tithes  of  B.  sboald  be 
granted  to  the  riear  of  W.  in  angmentatfon 
of  his  beneflee.    In  the  reeoida  ef  the  diocaae^ 

A.  n.  1092,  B.  is  termed  <«the  paroehial 
ehapelry  of  B.,"  bnt  in  aU  ediar  entiiea  in 
the  registry  It  la  styled  n  ehsrpel  te  W. ; 
except  that  in  tiie  registry  of  the  ConaialDry 
Court  of  Worcester  ef  1714  there  la  a  tcirier 
ef  the  tithes  and  glebea  beleDging  to.  the 
parish  of  B. ;  and  in  the  Bbbop's  ragiafeer 
there  it  a  tegister  of  baptismB,  manlagaa, 
and  fhaerals  in  the  pariah  etB.  ftem  1711  lo 
1728;  ForahovtaeeBt07pteTlanataia4T, 
the  cure  of  B.  was  prevldad  for  by  the  een* 
seenthre  leisees  of  the  apipsepnalfr  raelory, 
and  not  by  the  Ticar  of  W.  The  appailint 
was  InatitBted  to  theyiearageof  W,  in  IMS* 
and  in  1847  reeeired  a  lease  of  tWgMe  eC 

B.  and  ssntf  charga  in.  UanoC  raotorial  ftflwa, 
for  twenty-one  years,  IT  he  should  ao  feait 
eontfarae- tke- rasMant  vieiv- eC' 1^, 


RATE. 


BBA80NABLB. 


loss 


Condition. 


Banting  to  seire  the  enn  of  B.  either  by 
bimfelf  or  hj  a  onrate,  and  to  diioharge  the 
College  of  the  oue,  and  to  pay  all  ratei  and 
aiceesments  payable  ont  of  the  rectory.  A 
eorate  whose  stipend  was  paid  by  the  ap- 
pellanty  performed  the  parochial  dnties  and 
aerrioes  at  B. :  it  was  impossible  for  one 
person  deroting  his  whole  time  and  attention 
to  perform  the  senrioes  required  at  W.  and 
B. :  heldy  That  in  assessing  the  appellant  as 
owner  of  tiie  tithe  oommntation  rent-charge 
of  B.  to  the  poor-rate,  he  was  not  entitied  to 
any  dednetion  in  respect  of  the  stipend  of 
the  eorate  of  B.,  inasmnoh  as,  first,  upon  the 
fkets  stated,  there  was  no  such  connection 
between  W.  and  B.  as  that  they  oonld  be 
considered  one  benefice,  and  therefore  the 
appellant  was  in  the  position  of  an  inenmbent 
holding  two  benefices,  and  theoeby  bringing 
upon  himself  the  necessity  of  employing  a 
earate :  and,  secondly,  the  appellant  reoeiTcd 
the  tithe  rent-charge  of  B.  as  lessee  of  Mer- 
lon College,  with  an  undertaking  to  dis- 
charge the  serrices  at  B.,  and  not  as  vicar 
of  W.  WketUr,  ayp.y  y.  Th»  Ottvttn  of 
Burmimgton,  rnpt,,  709 

y.  Semhle,  per  Cookbom,  C.  J.— If  in  that 
ease  Merton  College  received  the  tithe  rent- 
charge  of  B.,  they  would  not  be  entitied  to 
any  deduction  in  respect  of  the  stipend  of  a 
curate  paid  by  them.  Id, 

TIL  Sect  55  of  The  Local  GoTemment  Act,  1 858 
(21  A  22  Vict  c.  98),  which  provides  that  the 
general  dJatrict-rates  under  the  Act  shall  he 
levied  "  upon  the  occupier  of  all  such  kinds 
of  property  as  by  the  laws  in  force  for  the 
time  being  are  or  may  be  assessable  to  any 
rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,"  haa  refer- 
ence to  tlie  description  of  the  property,  not 
to  the  character  of  its  occupation  in  the  par- 
ticular instance;  and  makes  assessable  to 
the  district-rates  all  property  which,  firom 
Ha  nature.  Is  prim&  facie  assessable  to  poor- 
rate.  Ouardiam  of  ToxUth  Park,  appei- 
iauta,  V.  Tk€  Local  Board  of  Health  of  Tox- 
t€tk  Park,  rfpondtntMf  167 

YIIL  T.|  an  extra-parochial  place  maintaining 
its  own  poor,  consisted  of  two  districts ;  one 
within  the  borough  of  L.,  the  other,  "  the 
rural"  district,  not  within  L.  The  guardi- 
ans of  T.  built  a  workhouse  and  workhouse 
hospital  within  the  rural  district,  which  were 
used  for  the  wholes  and  only  for  the  whole, 
of  T.  The  Local  Board  of  Health  for  the 
rural  district  having  made  a  general  district- 
rate  for  that  district:  Held,  that  the  guar- 
dians of  T.  were  liable  to  assessment^  as 
oocapters  of  property  assessable  for  the  re- 
lief of  the  poor,  within  the  meaning  of  sect. 
66  of  Stat.  21  A  22  Vict,  c  98.  Id. 


REASONABLE. 


Vowns  Improvement     iSIm  Towaa  Impbots- 
MBXT  CLAVsna  Act. 

EBAL  ESTATE,  ABORTIVE  SALE  07. 
S—  AiOBTivn  Salb  of  Rxal  Ebtatb. 


I.  A  policy  of  insurance  waB  entered  into 
with  a  Company  against  bodily  iiguiy  from 
any  railway  accident  directiy  alTecting  the 
assured  while  travelling  on  any  line  of  rail- 
way in  Great  Britain  or  Ireland  by  a  pas- 
sengers ^in  propelled  by  steam-power.  One 
of  the  conditions  in  the  deed  of  settlement 
of  the  Company^  which  by  the  terms  of  the 
policy  was  incorporated  with  it,  provided 
that,  before  payment  of  the  sum  insured  by 
any  policy,  proof  satisfactory  to  the  direc- 
tors of  the  Company  should  be  famished  by 
the  claimant  of  the  death  or  accident,  to- 
gether with  such  further  evidence  or  infor- 
mation, if  any,  as  the  directors  should  think 
necessary  to  establish  the  claim :  held,  that 
thia  must  be  understood  to  mean  such  evi- 
dence or  information  as  the  directors  might 
reasonably,  and  not  such  as  they  might  un- 
reasonably and  capriciously,  require.  Br^iun- 
9tein  V.  Tks  Accidental  Death  iHsuraneo 
Company,  782 

n.  There  was  a  condition  endorsed  on  the 
same  policy,  that,  in  case  of  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  the  amount  of  compensa- 
tion payable  in  any  case,  the  question 
should  be  referred  to  the  arbitration  of  a 
person  to  be  named  by  the  secretary  for 
the  time  being  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls, 
and  all  expenses  and  costs  should  be  subject 
to  the  decision  of  such  arbitrator,  and  the 
award  made  on  such  arbitration  was  to  be 
taken  as  a  final  settiement  of  the  question, 
and  might  be  made  a  rule  of  Court:  held, 
that  a  reftrence  to  arbitration  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  was  rendered  a  condition  pre- 
cedent to  bringing  an  action  for  an  injury 
within  the  policy.  Id. 

III.  A  railway  Company,  carrying  on  business 
as  common  carriers  for  hire,  refhsed  to  re- 
ceive certain  goods  tendered  to  them  for  car- 
riage as  such,  unless  the  sender  of  the  goods 
would  sign  a  condition  by  which  the  Com- 
pany were  not  to  be  answerable  **tor  the 
loss,  detention,  or  damage  cf  any  package 
insnflicientiy  or  improperly  packed,  marked, 
directed,  or  described" :  Held  an  nnjast  and 
unreasonable  condition,  both  at  common  law 
and  under  the  Railway  and  Canal  TrafSo 
Act,  17  A  18  Vict  c.  31.  Oarton  and  ano- 
ther V.  The  Brietol  and  Exeter  Railwajf 
Company,  112 

rV.  Semhle,  per  Cookbum,  C.  J.,  that  a  con- 
dition imposed  by  a  railway  Company  car- 
rying on  business  as  common  carriers  for 
hire,  that  ^  no  claim  for  damage  will  be  al- 
lowed unless  made  within  three  days  an«9r 
the  delivery  of  the  goods,  nor  for  Iocs  unlese 
made  within  three  days  of  the  time  that 
they  should  be  delivered,"  is  unjust  and  un- 
reasonable. Id, 
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REASONABLE. 


SEWERS. 


Time.    Set  Bankbuptct. 
And  probable  caase,  want  of.    See  Chubch- 
Batb. 

RELATIONSHIP. 
^c«  Agbeexebt,  II.,  and  Mabexaob. 

REMOVABILITY. 

L  A  panper  lunatic  bad  resided  for  more 
tban  five  years  in  tbe  respondent  parish  with 
her  father  and  mother,  when  he  died,  and 
she  continued  to  reside  with  her  mother  in 
that  parish  till  October  1858,  when  she  was 
sent  to  the  workhouse,  where  she  remained 
till  the  24th  January,  I860.  In  December, 
18&9,  her  mother  went  to  reside  in  another 
parish,  but  did  not  acquire  any  settlement  in 
her  owq  right.  On  the  24th  January,  1860, 
the  pauper  lunatic  was  sent  from  the  work- 
house to  the  county  lunatic  asylum  and  was 
confined  there  until  the  25th  April  following, 
when  she  was  discharged  and  went  to  reside 
with  her  mother.  Upon  an  appeal,  against 
an  order  of  a4Judication  and  maintenance, 
under  stat^  16  A  17  Vict  c.  97,  upon  the  par- 
ish in  which  her  father  was  settled:  held 
that,  the  pauper  lunatic  being  unemanol- 
pated,  continued  part  of  her  mother's  family, 
and  therefore,  her  mother  having  ceased  to 
be  irremovable,  she  also  ceased  to  be  irremo- 
vable, and  the  order  was  rightly  made.  Tke 
Queen  v.  Ths  Overeeere  of  St,  Mary  Arekee, 
Exeter,  890 

IL  Quare,  whether  an  unemancipated  child 
can  acquire  a  status  of  irremovability  in  its 
own  right  ?  Id. 

REPAIR. 

Of  burial  ground.    iS^e^  Bubial  Obovbd. 

Of  public  bridge.    See  Bbii>«b. 

REPLICATION  ON  EQUITABLE 
GROUNDS. 

iSSrc  Equitable  Gbouhds,  Replicatiob  ob. 

RESERVOIRS,  RATING. 
See  TowKB  Ixpboybvbbt  CutirsBS  Act. 

BOTAL  EXCHANGE  ASSURANCE  COM- 

PANT. 

L  Stat  5  A  6  Vict  e.  97,  8.  3,  which  repeals 
so  much  of  any  clause  in  any  Act  com- 
monly called  public  local  and  personal,  or 
local  and  personal,  or  in  any  Act  of  a  local 
and  personal  nature,  whereby  parties  are  en- 
titled to  plead  the  general  issue  only  and 
to  give  any  special  matter  in  evidence.  Is  by 
its  f/reamble  confined  to  actions  "for  any 
matter  done  in  pursuance  of  or  under  the 
authority  of  the  said  Acts ;"  and  therefore 
does  not  repeal  stat.  11  G.  1,  o.  30,  s.  43,  by 
which  The  Royal  Exchange  Assurance,  and 
The  London  Assurance  Corporationi  are  en- 


abled, in  all  aetlonf  of  eovvnaat  agalaa^ 
them  upon  any  policy,  to  plead  generally 
that  they  have  not  broken  tiie  oovenaata  in 
such  policy,  Ac.  Carr  and  another  v.  Tk€ 
Royal  Exchange  Aeeuranee  Company,  956 
II.  Quetre,  whether  stat.  11  G.  1,  c.  30,  s.  43, 
is  an  Act  of  a  local  and  personal  nature, 
within  sUt  5  A  6  Vict  e.  97  ?  /d. 

SAFE  PORT,  MEANING  OF  IN  CHARTSB- 

PARTY. 

The  defendants  chartered  a  ihip  to  proceed 
from  England  to  a  safe  port  in  Chili,  with 
leave  to  oall  at  Valparaiso.  On  her  airtval 
at  Valparaiso,  the  charterera'  agent  named 
the  port  of  Carrisal  Bajo  as  the  port  of  dis* 
charge,  and  directed  the  master  to  proceed 
thither.  At  the  time  Carrisal  Bigo  was 
named  as  the  port  of  discharge,  that  port 
was  closed  by  order  of  the  Chilian  govern- 
ment, and  the  ship  could  not  proceed  thither 
without  confiscation.  The  ship  was  eonae- 
quently  detained  for  some  time  at  Valparatao^ 
and,  on  the  port  being  opened,  sailed  for 
Carrisal  Bigoand  there  discharged  her  cargo. 
Held,  that  the  charterers  were  liable  in  dam* 
ages  to  the  shipowner  for  the  detention  of 
the  ship  at  Valparaiso,  aa  they  had  not 
named  a  "  ea/e  port"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  charter-party.  Ogdem  r.  Graham  amd 
another,  773 

SALE  OF  REAL  ESTATE. 
See  Abobtitb  Sale  or  Rbai.  Eetatb. 

SCHOOL-HOUSE. 
See  Ratb,  Poob,  L 

SCINTILLA  OF  EVIDENCE. 

Per  Crompton,  J. — The  doctrine  thai  if  there 
is  only  a  scintilla  of  evidence  for  the  J«Ty« 
the  verdict  of  the  Jury  is  not  to  be  distuibedy 
is  now  exploded.  MeUare  v.  ^!l«ai  amd  Um^ 
win,  437 

SECURITY  FOR  BRINGING  ACTION  DT 
SUPERIOR  COURT. 

See  COVBTT  C0t7BT,  IL 


See  Paupbb. 


SETTLEMENT. 


SEWERS. 


The  Metropolitan  Local  Management  Ael»  IS 
A  19  Vict  e.  120,  s.  69,  enaeta,  that  the 
vestry  of  every  pariah  mentioDed  in  Sched- 
ule A.  shall  make  such  sewen  as  asay  be 
necessary  for  effectually  draining  their  par- 
ish :  provided  that  no  new  sewer  shall  ba 
made  without  the  previous  approval  of  IIm 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.  MaadaaM 
to  the  vestry  of  one  of  these  parishes,  com- 
manded  them  to  make  such  sewers  as  might 
be  necessary  for  draining  a  partievlar  part 


SEWEKS. 
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of  the  parish,  and  to  take  all  neoossary  iteps 
io  that  behalf:  held  defectiTe :  flnt,  becaasb 
it  did  not  show  a  present  duty  to  make  the 
tewera ;  secondl j,  because  it  ordered  the  de- 
fendants to  make  them  without  showing  that 
the  approval  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  had 
been  obUined.  The  Quern  t.  The  Ve$try  of 
Si,  Luk€\  CJUltea,  903 

BHAREHOLDEB. 

Ste  COXPAVT. 

[SHERIFFS  OFFICER. 

A  sheriff's  officer  having  made  an  ineffectual 
levy  under  a  fl.  fa.  upon  the  goods  of  a  de- 
fendant by  reason  of  a  claim  by  an  assignee, 
upon  which  the  officer  was  obliged  to  abandon 
the  possession,  is  not  entitled  to  sue  the  at- 
torneys for  the  plaintiff  who  sent  the  writ  to 
the  sheriff  for  execution,  for  his  charges. 
Cole  ▼.  Terry,  998] 

SHIPPING. 

Agent    See  Bbokes. 

Documents. 

Defendants  had  become  responsible,  as  del 
credere  agents,  for  the  purchase  of  a  cargo 
of  wheat  of  from  1800  to  2000  quarters,  to  be 
shipped  at  the  price  of  50«.  per  quarter  free 
on  board  at  Taganrog,  ''and  including 
freight  and  insurance  to  any  safe  port  in  the 
United  Kingdom."  "  Payment  cash  In  Lon- 
don in  exchange  for  shipping  documents." 
Plaintiffs  tendered  the  following  shipping 
documents  of  a  cargo  answoring  the  de- 
scription in  the  contract;  a  charter-party; 
a  bill  of  lading  and  provisional  invoice,  in 
both  of  which  the  cargo  was  stated  to  be 
1850  quarters,  at  bOe.  per  quaiter,  4626^, 
less  freight,  at  10«.  9d.  per  quarter,  1001/. 
10«. ;  and  a  policy  of  insurance  effected  on 
the  cargo  valued  at  8600/.  On  behalf  of  the 
plaintiffs  evidence  was  given,  which  was  not 
contradicted,  that  the  policy  tendered  was 
sufficient  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  ship- 
per of  the  cargo  at  the  time  of  shipment.  In 
an  action  against  the  defendants  for  not 
paying  or  procuring  from  their  principal 
payment  of  the  price  of  the  cargo,  they 
pleaded  that  plaintiffs  were  not  ready  and 
willing  to  tender,  nor  did  they  tender,  "  the 
usual  shipping  documents"  according  to  the 
contract.  Held,  that  the  plaintiffs  had  so 
tendered :  and  they  were  not  bound  to  ten- 
der, as  a  ''shipping  document,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  contract,  a  policy  covering 
(he  Aill  amount  of  the  buyers'  risk  as  it  ap- 
peared by  the  provisional  invoice  and  bill 
of  lading.  Tamvaeo  and  otken  v.  Lueae 
and  otker$f  186 

STATUTE  OP  FRAUDS. 

L  A  contract  to  make  a  sot  of  artificial  teeth 
ia  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  goods,  wares,  or 


merchandises,  within  the  17th  section  of  tha 
SUtute  of  Frauds,  29  Gar.  2,  c.  3.  Lee  v. 
Orijffin,  272 

IL  A.  ordered  of  B.  a  sot  of  artificial  teeth, 
which  were  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  to  be 
fitted  to  her  mouth ;  before  they  were  so  fitted 
A.  died.  Held,  that  B.  could  not  sue  A.'8 
executor  in  an  action  for  work  and  labour 
done,  and  materials  provided  for  his  testa- 
trix. Id, 

III.  In  the  preceding  case,  as  soon  as  the  teeth 
were  ready,  B.  wrote  to  A.,  requesting  her  to 
appoint  a  day  when  he  could  see  her  for  the 
purpose  of  fitting  them,  to  which  she  replied 
as  follows :— "  My  dear  Sir.  I  regret,  after 
yonr  kind  effort  to  oblige  me,  my  health  will 
prevent  my  taking  advantage  of  the  uarly 
day.  I  fear  I  may  not  be  able  for  some  days. 
ToBif,  Ac."  Held,  that  there  was  no  suffi- 
cient memorandum  of  a  contract  wiihin  the 
meaning  of  that  section.  Id, 

IV.  Per  Crompton  and  Blackburn,  Js.  In  or- 
der to  decide  whether  a  contract  be  for  work 
and  labour,  or  for  the  sale  of  a  chattel,  the 
value  of  the  skill  and  labour,  as  compared 
with  that  of  the  material  supplied,  is  not  a 
criterion.  Jd. 

V.  In  order  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds, 
29  Car.  2,  c.  3,  s.  17,  there  must  bo  both  an 
acceptance  of  the  goods,  or  part  of  them,  and 
an  actual  receipt  of  them.  Cveaek  and  other» 
V.  Robineon,  299 

VI.  In  order  to  satisfy  the  same  enactment  it 
is  not  necessary  that  the  acceptance  of  the 
goods  should  follow  or  be  contemporaneous 
with  the  receipt  of  them;  an  acceptance 
prior  to  the  receipt  will  suffice.  Id, 

VII.  In  an  action  for  goods  sold  and  delivered, 
it  appeared  that  the  defendant  went  to  the 
plaintiffs  at  Liverpool,  and  said  he  wanted 
to  buy  from  150  to  200  firkins  of  butter.  He 
then  went  with  one  of  them  to  their  cellar, 
where  he  was  shown  a  lot  of  156  firkins,  six 
of  which  he  opened  and  inspected.  After- 
wards, on  the  same  day,  the  plaintiffs  and 
defendant  made  a  verbal  agreement,  by  which 
the  defendant  agreed  to  buy  that  specific  lot 
at  77«.  per  cwL  When  the  price  had  been 
agreed  on,  the  defendant  took  a  card  on  . 
which  his  name  and  address  in  London  were 
written  "Edmund  Robinson,  ],  Wellington 
Street,  London  Bridge,  London,"  and  wrote 
on  it  "  156  firkins  butter  to  be  delivered  at 
Fenning's  Wharf,  Tooley  Street"  He  gave 
this  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  at  the  same  time 
said  that  his  agents,  Messrs.  C,  at  Liverpool, 
would  give  directions  how  the  goods  were 
to  be  forwarded  to  Fenning's  Wharf.  The 
plaintiffs,  by  C.'s  directions,  delivered  the 
butter  to  P.'s  carts  to  be  forwarded  to  the 
defendant  at  Fenning's  Wharf.  The  plain- 
tiff sent  an  invoioe,  dated  the  25th  October 
1860,  to  the  address  on  the  defendant's  card. 
He  received  in  answer  a  letter  purporting  to 
come  from  a  clerk  in  the  defendant's  officci 
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TITHE  CJOMMUTATION. 


Mknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  kiroioe,  and 
stating  that,  on  the  de&ndant's  return,  he 
would  no  doubt  attend  to  it.  A  olerk  at 
Fenning'i  Wharf  prored  that  MeMrf.  Fen- 
nings  stored  goods  for  their  onstomers,  and 
had  a  baiter  warehouse  ,*  that  the  defendant 
had  used  the  warehouse  for  fifteen  years,  and 
was  in  the  habit  of  keeping  his  butters  there 
till  he  sold  them.  On  the  26ih  October  P.  A 
Co.  had  delivered  a  part  of  the  156  firkins  in 
question  at  the  warehouse,  and  delirered 
the  residue  afterwards.  The  witness  could 
not  say  whether  any  one  came  to  inspect 
them  or  not,  but  he  proved  that  they  were 
delivered  up  by  Fenning  to  P.  A  Co.  under 
a  delivery  order  fW>m  the  defendant,  dated 
27th  October.  Held,  that  there  was  evidence 
of  an  acceptance  and  actual  receipt  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  statute.  Ctuaek  and  otJun  v. 
Bobintom,  399 

SUMMONS 
Set  Bastardy. 
Writ  of,  omission  to  reseat 

On  the  day  of  the  expiration  of  a  writ  of 
summons  issued  under  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1852  (15  A  16  Vict  c.  76), 
the  plaintiffs'  attorney  attended  at  the  office 
for  the  purpose  of  having  it  renewed,  and 
paid  the  fee,*  but  being  suddenly  called 
away  omitted  to  get  the  seal  impressed  in 
pursuance  of  sect  11,  and  did  not  discover 
the  mistake  until  it  was  too  late  to  keep  the 
writ  alive  by  resealing,  so  as  to  save  the 
Statute  of  Limitations :  held,  that  the  Court 
had  no  power  to  direct  the  officer  to  impress 
the  seal  on  the  writ  as  of  the  day  when  the 
attorney  applied  to  have  it  renewed;  but  that 
it  would  have  been  otherwise  if  the  omission 
to  reseal  the  writ  had  been  occasioned  by  a 
fault  of  the  officer  of  the  Court  JVoMr  and 
othen  V.  Wadt  and  another,  728 

SUMMARY  CONVICTION. 
Sf  Natal  Btobkb. 

SUPPORT  OF,  RIGHT  TO. 
SmUiKE, 

TENANT'S  PROPERTY  TAX. 
iSSie  TiTHK  CoMXUTATiox  Rbxt-Csaror,  III. 

TITHE  COMMUTATION  RENT-CHARGE. 

I.  Where  a  beneficed  clergyman  is  oompella- 
ble  by  his  Bishop  to  appoint  a  curate^  or 
under  a  sense  of  religions,  independent  of 
legal  obligation,  appoints  one,  in  either  case 
he  is  entitled,  in  assessing  his  tithe  oommuta- 
tion  rent-charge  to  the  poor-rate  under  6  A  7 
W.  4,  e.  96,  to  deduct  the  salary  of  the  curate 
from  the  amount  of  the  rent-charge.  Wil- 
itawM,  app,,  V.  Tks  Ovnttn  of  LUtngtinwen, 
reV'P  699 

XL   Two   districts  Joined  eaeh   other,   and 


from  time  immemorial  a  single  rector  had 
been  presented,  admitted,  and  instituted  to 
them  jointly ;  and  it  had  been  the  uniform 
custom  to  have  a  single  performance  of 
divine  service  in  each  every  Sunday.  Tho 
incumbent  of  the  parish  voluntarily,  bat  in 
consequence  of  a  wish  expressed  by  the 
Bishop  to  the  clergy  generally  that  thoio 
should  be  two  performances  of  Divine  sar- 
vice  in  the  churohes  of  the  diocese,  intro- 
duced the  practice  of  having  a  morning  and 
evening  performance  of  Divine  service  mi 
each  of  the  ohnrches,  and  employed  a  curate 
to  assist  him  in  the  performance  of  them : 
held,  that  the  incumbent  was  entitled  to  a 
deduction  of  the  curate's  salary  from  tbo 
amount  for  which  he  was  liable  to  be  rated 
to  the  poor-rate  under  6  A  7  W.  4,  c.  90. 
WiUiam$,  app,,  v.  The  Ovtrttn  of  Llau^ 
gtinwtHf  rfp§.,  699 

IIL  Coneessum,  that  the  incumbent  was  en- 
titled to  a  deduction  from  it  for  the  amount 
of  tenant's  property  tax,  under  16  A  17  Viet, 
c.  34.  Al. 

IV.  The  parish  of  W.,  before  the  impropriation 
of  the  rectory  and  the  endowment  of  tho 
vicarage,  comprised  the  hamlets  of  Great  W., 
Little  W.,  B.  and  D.  In  Great  W.  was  tho 
mother  church.  In  the  hamlet  of  B.  a  chapel 
was  built,  and  it  is  mentioned  as  a  ehapelrj 
to  W.  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Taxation  of  Pope 
Nicholas  the  Fourth,  a.  n.  1291 :  twenty  years 
later  Merton  College,  Oxford,  obtained  a 
license  from  King  Edward  II.  to  appropriate 
the  rectory  of  W.,  together  with  the  ehapel 
of  B.  Two  years  later  the  vicarage  of  W. 
was  endowed,  and  the  vioar  was,  by  the 
endowment-deed,  required  to  eause  the  chapel 
of  B.  to  be  served  with  a  suitable  priest 
In  1616  B.  had  a  parsonage  house  and  glebe 
lands.    The  ehapel  of  B.  was  served  ellher 

,  by  a  Fellow  of  Merton  College,  or  by  curates 
appointed  by  that  College,  or  by  the  rtear 
of  W.,  or  hjM  curate.  The  chapel  having 
fiillen  into  ruins,  it  was  rebuilt  in  1693,  and 
the  cure  thereof  restored  to  the  church  of  W., 
and  an  annual  stipend  granted  to  the  canto 
out  of  the  appropriate  rectory :  this  eeoaad 
probably  when  an  arrangement  was  made  by 
Merton  College  that  they  would  give  a  bene- 
ficial lease  of  the  rectorial  tithes  of  the  glebe 
of  B.  to  their  senior  resident  Fellow  on  ooa- 
dition  of  his  providing  for  the  cure  of  B. 
In  1834,  Merton  College  resolved  that  tho 
lease  of  the  great  tithes  of  B.  should  be 
granted  to  the  vicar  of  W.  in  augmentation 
of  his  benefice.  In  the  records  of  the  diooeee^ 
A.  n.  1692,  B.  is  termed  «the  parochial 
chapelry  of  B.,"  but  in  all  other  entries  In 
the  registry  it  is  styled  a  ehapel  to  W. ; 
except  that  in  the  registry  of  the  Consistory 
Court  of  Worcester  of  1714  tbero  is  a  terrier 
of  the  tithes  and  glebes  belonging  to  tbo 
parish  of  B. ;  and  in  the  Bishop's  registor 
there  is  a  register  of  baptisms,  marriagea^ 
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and  ftmerala  in  the  pariah  of  B.  firom  1711  to 
1728.  For  about  a  eentnry  preyions  to  1847, 
tiie  eure  of  B.  was  provided  for  bj  the  oon- 
•eontiye  lessees  of  the  appropriate  rectory, 
and  not  bj  the  ricar  of  W.  The  appellant 
was  instituted  to  the  riearage  of  W.  in  1843, 
and  in  1847  receiyed  a  lease  of  the  glebe  of 
B.  and  rent-charge  in  lien  of  rectorial  tithes, 
for  twenty-one  years,  if  he  should  so  long 
eontlnue  the  resident  yioar  of  W.,  he  coye- 
nantiag  to  senre  the  eure  ef  B.  either  by 
himself  or  by  a  curate,  and  te  discharge  the 
College  of  the  onre^  and  to  pay  all  rates  and 
assessments  payable  out  of  the  rectory.  A 
curate  whose  stipend  was  paid  by  the  ap- 
pellant, performed  the  parochial  duties  and 
■eryioes  at  B. :  it  was  impossible  for  one 
person  deyotiag  his  whole  time  and  attention 
to  perform  the  senrices  required  at  W.  and 
B. :  held.  That  in  assessing  the  appellant  as 
owner  of  the  tithe  commutation  rent-charge 
of  B.  to  the  poor-rate,  he  was  not  entitled  to 
any  deduction  in  respect  of  the  stipend  of 
the  curate  of  B.,  inasmuch  as,  first,  upon  the 
£scts  stated,  there  was  no  such  connection 
between  W.  and  B.  as  that  they  could  be 
eonsidered  one  benefice,  and  therefore  the 
appellant  was  in  the  position  of  an  incumbeni 
holding  two  benefices,  and  thereby  bringing 
upon  himself  the  necessity  of  employing  a 
curate :  and,  secondly,  the  appellant  reoeiyed 
the  tithe  rent-charge  of  B.  as  lessee  of  Mor- 
ton College,  with  an  undertaking  to  dis- 
charge the  seryioes  at  B.,  and  not  as  yicar 
of  W.  WkeeUr,  afp,,  T.  TJU  Ovemen  of 
Bmrmington,  r49p»,,  709 

V,  Smhle,  per  Cookbnm,  C.  J.~If  In  that 
case  Morton  College  reoeiyed  the  tithe  rent- 
charge  of  B.,  they  would  not  be  entitied  to 
any  deduction  in  respect  of  the  stipend  of  a 
enrate  paid  by  them.  Id, 

TITLB. 
Sm  ABOBTim  Sai«i  of  Rbal  Bstati. 

TOLL. 
Sm  TimvpiKa  BoAp,  IL  and  IIL 
Exemption  from. 

L  Any  carriage  bon4  fide  employed  in  eon- 
Teying  yolunteer  Infhntry  to,  or  bringing 
them  back  from,  a  place  of  military  exercise, 
Inspection,  or  reyiewror  on  other  pnbUe  duly, 
is  exempt  from  toll  by  yirtne  of  The  General 
Turnpike  Aet,  8  0.  4,  c.  1)6,  s.  82.  l^mBtail, 
mpp,,  y.  Jam  Lhjfd,  rsfp.  A«pAtasoi^  ttpp,, 
y.  TViytor,  r«q».,  96 

IL  In  order  to  e^joy  that  immunity  the  car- 
riage must  be  employed,  not  perhaps  etreln- 
ttet  y,  but  at  eJI  eyents  suftsfaattal/y,  for  the 
eonyeyanee  of  yolunteers :  per  Cockbun,  C. 

J.  M 

IIL  A  yolunteer  corps  weie  assembled  at  K. 
'    ^7  rogimental  order  for  **  marching  out  drill," 

■ad  did  maroh  out,  and  were  afterwards  dis- 


missed at  the  head-quarters  of  the  regiment. 
Three  members  of  the  corps  then  hired  a 
hackney  earriage,  and  proceeded  towards 
homs^  in  doing  which  it  was  necessary  to 
pass  thjovgh  a  turnpike.  Vo  one  else  was 
in  the  carriage,  and  the  yolunteers  were 
dressed  in  their  uniform,  and  had  their  arms 
and  aecoutiements  according  to  the  regula- 
tions of  the  eorps ;  Held,  that  the  carriage 
was  exempt  from  toll  under  The  Oeneral 
Turnpike  Aet,  8  Q.  4,  e.  126,  s.  82.  Titm$tall, 
app.,  y.  Jane  Lhyd,  rtaj^  JSteplUiuoti,  afp., 
T.  Ta$lor,  ntp^  95 

TOWH  CORPOBATB. 

Where  aborough  named  In  Sehedule  A.  to  staL 
6  A  6  W.  4,  c.  76,  has  a  separate  commission 
of  the  peaoe,  but  no  separate  Court  of  Quar- 
ter BessioBs,  the  county  Justices  haye  ex- 
dusiye  jurisdiction  to  grant  ale-house  li- 
censes within  the  borough  under  stat  9  0. 
4,  c  61.  Candli9k  and  another  y.  jS^jmou 
and  an<ttker,  357 

TOWNS  IMPROVEMENT  CLAUSES  ACT. 

The  Birmingham  Waterworks  Company,  Incor- 
porated by  Stat  7  O.  4,  c  clx.,  were  empow- 
ered by  that  statute  to  construct  waterworks, 
and  to  supply,  by  means  of  aqueducts,  pipes, 
mains,  and  reseryoirs,  the  borough  of  Bir- 
mingham, Ac,  with  water.  The  Company 
executed  the  necessary  works,  and  made  a 
large  reseryoir  without,  and  a  small  reseryoir 
within,  the  borough ;  the  latter  of  which  was 
supplied  with  water  forced  from  the  former 
through  mains  and  pipes  under  the  ground, 
thereby  supplying  a  small  portion  of  the 
borough  with  water.  By  18  Vict  c  xxxiy., 
embodying  the  Waterworks  Clauses  Act,  10 
A 11  Viet  c  17,  the  former  Act  was  repealed, 
and  the  Company  empowered  to  form  other 
reseryoirs,  obtain  water  from  fresh  sources, 
and  erect  additional  works.  The  Company 
prooeeded  to  exeente  new  works;  and  eon- 
structed  new  reseryoirs  outside  the  borough, 
and  laid  down  new  mains  and  pipes  for  car- 
rying the  water  from  them  Into  the  old  one 
without  the  borough,  and  thence  into  and 
through  the  borough ;  the  streems  supplying 
the  reseryoirs  being  open  streams  and  brook 
courses  running  oyer  the  surface  of  the 
ground;  the  reseryoirs  both  within  and 
without  the  borough  being  wholly  uncoyer- 
ed.  By  the  Birmingham  Improyemcnt  Act, 
14  A  15  Vict  c  xcUi.,  witii  which  a  oonsid-  ' 
eraUe  part  of  the  Towns  Improyemcnt 
Clauses  Act,  10  A  11  Vict  e.  84,  is  incorpo- 
rated, the  town  council  are  authorised  to 
make  and  leyy  a  rate,  called  "  The  Borough 
Improyemcnt  Rate,"  upon  "eyery  person 
who  occupies  any  house,  shop,  warehouse, 
counting-house,  coachhouse,  stable,  cellar, 
yault,  building,  workshop,  manufactory,  gar- 
den, land,  or  teaeaent  whatsoeyer  exesf  t  at 
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1i«reiiiaflBr  excepted,  within  the  limiti  of 
that  Ae^  aocording  to  the  ftill  net  nnnnal 
▼aine  thereof  respectiToly."  And  by  oUaae 
129  it  is  provided  that  ''  the  ooonpien  of 
any  land  coyered  with  water  or  nied  only  aa 
a  eanal  or  towing-path  for  the  lame,  or  aa  a 
railway  oonstructed  under  the  powers  of 
any  Act  of  Parliament  for  public  oonrey- 
anee,  shall  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  same 
to  the  rates  anthoriied  to  be  levied  by  this 
Act  at  one  foorth  part  only  of  the  net  an- 
nual value."    Held, 

1.  That  the  reservoir  within  the  borough 
was  rateable  to  the  borough-rate  at  only  one 
fourth  part  of  its  net  annual  value. 

2.  That  the  pipes  and  mains  of  the  Com- 
pany within  the  borough  were  rateable  to 
the  borough-rate  to  the  full  extent,  and  not 
merely  to  one  fourth  part  of  their  net  annual 
value  as  <<Iattd  covered  with  water."  Ths 
Qmmm  v.  Tk«  Btrmingkam  WaUrwork*  Com- 
pa»]f,  48 

[TRIAL. 

jSW  Vxhub.] 

TRIBUNALS  ABROAD. 
S€€  JuBisnicnoH,  IL,  III.,  lY. 

[TROVER. 
Se*  CoxvxBSioif.] 

TURNPIKE  ROAD. 

I.  The  4^5  Vict,  c  59,  applies  to  turnpike 
roads  not  in  existence  at  the  time  when  it 
was  passed.  Tk€  Tru9i€e$  of  TU  Sunk  M- 
aud  Turnpike  Boad,  appe,,  V.  Tke  Sur- 
c«yor«  of  the  Higkwaye  of  Pairington,  reepe,, 

nr 

IL.  A  turnpike  trust  is  not  the  less  a  turnpike 
trust  within  that  Act  because  the  ftinds  of  it 
are  derived  from  other  souroes  than  from 
tolls  taken  on  the  road.  Id, 

III..  A  turnpike  trust  may  be  within  the  pro- 
visions of  stot  4  4  5  Vict  c  69,  although 
the  road  was  made  and  the  tolls  are  taken 
under  a  public  general  statute.  Id, 

UNION. 
See  OxLBBRT't  Act. 

VENDOR  AND  VENDEE. 
See  Bboxbb  and  Cohstbuotioh  of  Cohtbaot. 

[VENUE. 

Change  of. 

The  Court  of  Q.  B.  has  an  inherent  power  to 
change  the  venue  in  the  trial  of  a  quo  war- 
ranto information,  and  even  in  a  trial  for 
murdori  on  a  suggestion  that  it  will  be  more 
conveniently  tried  elsewhere  than  in  the 
original  venue.    Clerk  v.  The  Queen,      967] 

VESTRT. 
See  Mbtbofoub  Local  Mavaobicbbt  Acts. 


Voting  In. 

Where  a  person  is  assessed  to  the  poor-rate  in 
respect  of  his  own  property,  and  is  also  ex- 
ecutor of  a  person  whose  executors  are  as- 
sessed in  respect  of  property  of  the  deceased, 
he  is  entitled  to  vote  at  a  vestry,  under  68 
G.  8,  c.  69,  if  the  two  assessments  make  up 
the  required  amount     The  Queen  v.  Kirbg, 

647 

VOLUNTEERING  ASSISTANCE. 

See  Ix/VBT  TO  Pbbsoh  Volvbtbxbixo  Absist- 
Avoa. 

VOLUNTEERS. 
See  Toll,  Exbmptiox  fboic 

want  of  reasonable  and  proba- 
ble  cause. 

See  Chvbcs-Rati. 

WARRAN!]^. 

By  memorandum  of  charter-party,  dated  Lon- 
don, it  was  agreed  between  A.  B.,  therein 
described  aj  "  owner  of  the  good  ship  or 
vessel  called  the  M.,  of  420  tons  or  therea- 
.bouts,  now  in  the  poi't  of  Ameterdam,"  and  C. 
D.,  that  the  said  ship,  being  tight,  staunch, 
strong,  and  every  way  fitted  and  ready  for 
the  voyage,  should  "  with  all  possible  des- 
patch proceed  direct  to  N.,  Ac."  In  an  ac- 
tion by  the  shipowner  against  the  charterer 
for  not  loading  the  agreed  cargo:  Held; 
per  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  Crompton  and  Mellor, 
Js.,  dissentiente  Wightman,  J.;  that  the 
words  **  now  in  the  port  of  Amsterdam," 
did  not  amount  to  a  warranty,  or  constitute 
a  condition  precedent  to  the  contract  that 
the  ship  was  there  at  the  time  of  making  the 
charter-party.    Behn  v.  Bumeee,  877 

See  aleo  Mabibb  Ibsubabcb. 

WAY. 

I.  On  a  severance  of  two  tenements,  no  right 
to  use  ways,  which  during  the  unity  of  pos- 
session have  been  used  and  eigoyed  in  £set, 
passes  to  the  owner  of  the  dissevered  tene- 
ment, unless  there  be  something  in  the  eon- 
veyance  to  show  an  intention  to  create  the 
right  to  use  these  ways  de  novo.  Peare^m 
V.  Spencer,  671 

IL  The  same  rule  In  this  respect  applies  to  a 
will  as  to  a  deed.  Id. 

III.  Where  property  devised  or  granted  is 
landlocked,  and  there  is  no  other  way  of 
getting  at  it  without  being  a  trespasser,  so 
that  it  cannot  be  enjoyed  without  a  way 
of  some  sort  over  the  land  of  the  testator  or 
grantor,  a  way  of  necessity  is  created  de 
novo.  Id. 

IV.  The  ground  on  which  the  way  of  necessity 
is  created  is,  that  a  convenient  way  ie  im* 
plied  by  grant  as  a  necessary  incident    Id, 

V.  The  way  of  necessity  once  created,  mnsi 
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nmaiii  the  same  way  at  long  at  it  oon- 
tinnee  at  alL    P§anon  t.  Spencer,  571 

VL  Where  a  portion  of  land  is  devised  in  sneh 
a  manner  as  to  be  landlooked,  the  eztrane- 
OBS  faots  showing  that  by  that  derise  the 
testator  intended  to  create  a  oonvenient 
way  of  some  sort  over  adjoining  property  of 
his  own,  the  line  of  the  way  must  be  disoo- 
Tered  from  the  language  of  the  will,  under- 
stood with  reforenoe  to  the  state  of  the  pro- 
perty. Id, 

VII.  Quare,  in  what  manner  the  way  is  to  be 
set  out,  if  the  premises  before  sererance 
were  so  oooapied  as  to  afford  no  indication 
of  what  was  the  nsnal  way  in  the  testator's 
time,  and  the  devise  is  silent  on  the  subject  ? 

Id. 

WHITECHAPBL  IMPROVEMENT  AOT. 
See  Local  aitd  Pebsokal  Act. 

WITNESS. 
Contradicting. 

L  A  statement  to  contradict  the  evidenee  of  a 
witness  under  The  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  1854  (17  A  18  Vict  c.  125),  sect  23, 
may  be  contained  in  a  series  of  documents, 
not  one  of  which,  taken  by  itself,  would 
amount  to  a  contradiction  of  his  evidence. 
Jaekeon  and  W^/e  and  othere  v.  Thomaeon, 

746 

II.  Quare,  per  Cockbum,  C.  J.,  whether,  in- 
dependent of  that  statute,  if  a  party,  in 
order  to  prove  a  will,  calls  an  attesting  wit- 
ness, who  gives  evidence  invalidating  the 
will,  it  is  not  competent  to  the  party  calling 
him  to  give  evidence  to  discredit  him,  as, 
for  instance,  by  showing  that  he  has  been 
corrupted  by  the  heir  at  law  ?  Id. 

Privilege  of,  in  not  answering. 

L  A  merely  remote  and  naked  possibility  of 
legal  perU  to  a  witness  from  answering  a 
question  Is  not  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  the 
privilege  of  not  answering.  To  entitle  him 
to  the  privilege  of  silence,  the  Court  must 
see,  firom  the  circumstances  of  the  case  and 
the  natnfe  of  the  evidence  which  he  is  called 
to  give^  that  there  is  reasonable  ground  to 


apprehend  danger  to  the  witness  from  his 
being  eompelled  to  answer.  Moreover,  the 
danger  to  be  apprehended  must  be  real  and 
appreciable,  with  reference  to  the  ordinary 
operation  of  law  in  the  ordinary  course  of 
things — not  a  danger  of  an  imaginary  and 
unsubstantial  character,  having  reference  to 
some  extraordinary  and  barely  possible  con- 
tingency,  so  improbable  that  no  reasonable 
man  would  suffer  it  to  influence  his  conduct 
The  Queen  v.  Boyee,  311 

II.  The  position,  that  the  witness  is  sole  Judge 
as  to  whether  his  evidence  would  bring  him 
into  danger  of  the  law,  and  that  the  state- 
ment of  his  belief  to  that  effect,  if  not  mani- 
festly made  mali  fide,  should  be  received  as 
conclusive,  denied  by  this  Court.  Id, 

IIL  Still,  if  the  fact  of  the  witness  being  in 
danger  be  once  made  to  appear,  great  lati- 
tude should  be  allowed  to  him  in  Judging  for 
himself  of  the  effect  of  any  particular  ques- 
tion. Id. 

rV.  On  the  trial  of  an  information  for  bribery, 
filed  by  the  Attorney-General  by  the  direc- 
tion of  the  House  of  Commons,  one  of  the 
persons  charged  in  the  information  to  have 
been  bribed  by  the  defendant  was  called  as 
a  witness ;  and,  on  his  declining  to  answer 
any  questions  with  respect  to  the  alleged 
bribery,  the  counsel  for  the  Crown  handed 
him  a  pardon  under  the  Great  Seal ;  which 
the  witness  accepted,  but  still  declined  to 
answer :  held,  that  the  possible  risk  of  im- 
peachment by  the  House  of  Commons,  not- 
withstanding the  pardon  under  the  Great 
Seal,  according  to  the  Act  of  Settlement,  12 
A  18  W.  8,  &  2,  B.  8,  was  not  a  sufficient 
ground  to  entitle  him  to  the  privilege  of  not 
answering.  Id. 

WORE  AND  LABOUR. 
See  Statuti  or  Fbaubs,  IL,  IV. 

WORKHOUSE. 
See  Rate,  Poob,  VIL 

WRIT  OF  SUMMONS. 
OmlMion  to  reasaL    See  SuHMon. 
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